04/000 


« 


n IXJC a » , a fl 26, 2011, 7, 1932 

NEWDElJ fpb R UA RY20.-UbRUARY 26, Mli,SATUM >Ay/PHAIX«WA 1—PHALCUNA 7, »M 

if ^ 

! PaglnelsglveatothbPartl a orderthatttmayUm«d»5»«e|M^ecdmpU«ttoo 


^rmu—isrtnr 3—^r-TgnrF(H) 
PART n—Section 3-^Sub-sectlon(fl) 




Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ml ^trlei of the Gove 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


Raim 

(*nffr*K 3^tr 'of^ror famo) 

15 2011 

gj.OT. 548.—WWK 1 ? i R5 ra 
3lfWm, 1946 (1946 arfwmu 251^^ 10 
6 ^ ^ -qfgfl tJKI 5 (1) ~5N ^ 

0*0 

23-4-2010 3lfU^r * ) ^ 

94/20 lO/ 1 !? 5TTT ^^nfet ^ Wt3Tf^W 

I860 (1860 ** 3#lfWT U 45) ^ ^ 34 ^ *T* 
«1TO 420 sfa W 1983 (1983 ** 

aifMfWTU 31) ^ *1*24 (l)(^t) ^TO* aHrW 
^ I ci l Ml^d , I^T-^HcW («htcT) ^ HIH^I u 202/09, 
223/09, 339/09, 340/09 ^ 348/09 *«* 

^ tf** 3 3TOT*, ^t"l *** ^5^ ** ^ 


faTOK WTO TFTO ^ ***** * 

*roft t \ 

[•R 228/49/2010-^^^-11(^-1)] 

■qq. TH*T, ^ Rfa* 

MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC GRIEVANCES 
AND PENSIONS 

( Department of Personnel wadTnMag) 

New Delhi, the 15th February, 2011 

S.O. 548.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) of section 5 read with Section 6 oftheDelta 
Special Police EstabhshmentAct, 1946 (Act No . 25 of1946), 
the Central Government with the consent of the State 
Government of Kerala, Home (M) Department^ 
Thiruv ananthap uram, vide Notification GO.(Ms.) No. 
2010/Home dated 23-4-2010, hereby extends die powers 
andjunsdiction of the members of the Delhi Special Police 
Establishment to the whole of the State of KwalafOT 
investigation ofCase Nos. 202/09,223/09,339/09,340/09 


( 1717 ) 


540 GI/2011 














* and 348/09 under sections 420 read with 34 of the Indian 
Penal Code, 1860 (Act No. 45 of 1860) and section 24 (1) (g) 
oftheEmigrationAct, 1983 (ActNo.31 of 1983) registered 
at Police Station Kalamasseiy, District Emak ulam (Kerala) 
relating to the cheating of public by GISA International, 
Ponekkara, Kochi and attempt, abetment and conspiracy 
in relation to or in connection with the above menti oned 
offences and any other offence or offences committed in 
course of the same transaction or arising out of the same 
facts. 

[No.228/49/2010-AVD-n(PL-I)] 
V. M. RATHNAM, Dy. Secy. 
7$ kevft, 17 7*7^,2011 

^RT.Sir, 549.—3T7R7 Tf frqi 
^ ai > 1973 (1974 77 Trffcjfippr 12 ) 7?1 VRT 24 7?1 77- 
m (8) m KtT TrfTTRf 77 7% ^ ^ 

1944^^^TO3J^^3^^ 

R*Nft 

i- ^rk tftt tttt 

2. ^Hi»h TpTT 

E*t 225/19/2009-R8ft5)-n] 
RT. Tm, 77 

New Delhi, the 17th February, 2011 

S.O. 549.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (8) of section 24 of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure 1973 (Act No. 2 of1974), die Central Government 
hereby appoints following Advocates, as Special Public 
Prosecutor for conducting attachment proceedings under 
Criminal Law Amendment Ordinance, 1944, arising out of 
AHD cases, pending in the Court of Distt. & Sessions 
Judge, Patna and appeals/revisions or other matte r arising 
out of these cases in revisional or appellate courts 
established by law:— 


6 m 5 T^TTSIKT (1) 

^ ^ ^ trttl (^m) fwr 7 ft 

, 3lf%RJ^n R. lmt.Rt. 3^80-01/2011 T^(dt)-179 kro 
10-1-2011 m lira 3 aft ' twflwik 
t^rrTO^TT^TT^I860 (I860 
3Tf^m T& 45) 7ft Trcr 302 120 -tf 

W5Ht m (#I7r) ft 7ft TWflT.ft 4/11 

4 - 1-2011 wrt wrf, sTfcftf ftfc Tsftft smr 

3T7mif 7? rtr ft "717*ftf ft 77$^ fTrftt 3 hrt srrw rt 

Wk !jfa«TOT77T^7I7FTf 

^ 3fk ■STf^rRcil 77 f«R7R Tjzq Tpr 

7><,cf) ^ I f 

* 

228/5/2011-R^-nj 
R7. TrW, 77 

New Delhi, the 17th February, 2011 

S.O. 550.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 of the 
Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Act No. 25 
of 1946), the Central Government with the consent of the 
State Government of Bihar, Home (Police) Department, 
vide Notification No. l/C.B.I.80-01/2011-H(P)-179 dated 
10-1-2011, hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction of 
the members of the Delhi Special Police Establishment to 
the whole of the State of Bihar for investigation of Case 
No. 4/11 dated'4-1-201 \ under sections 302 and 120-B of 
the Indian Penal Code, 1860 (Act No. 45 of 1860) registered 
at Police Station Khajanchi Hat (Pumea) relating to the 
murder of Sh. Rajkishore Keshri, Member of Legislative 
Assembly and attempt, abetment and conspiracy in 
relation to or in connection with the above mentioned 
offences and any other offence or offences committed in 
course of the same transaction or arising out of the same- 
facts. 

[No.228/5/2011-AVD-II] 

V. M. RATHNAM, Dy. Secy. 


S/Shri 

1. Promod Kumar Gaya Dutta 

2. Baijnath Gupta 

[NO.225/19/2009-AVD-II] 
V. M. RATHNAM, Dy. Secy. 

M kcftt, 17 7*7$, 2011 

550.—ftkfa RR7JK Rtl^SKI f^ft fft$7 
^tTTTT 1946 (1946 77 ft. 25) 7ft m 


v 17 7*7$, 2011 

W. 3ff. 55 1. 7>$7 *R77* 1 t$7 v/fa 

^ihii srfftfWT,1946 (1946 77 affirm ft 25)7ft7RT6^ 
m 5 7*77717 (l) ^ TO 71&77f 77 7% 7*ft 
^ ^ l<J ^ ^ RRFR, TJt fftTFT 
10-01- 2011 7 ft sifiRJTTT ft ^3?R-031 l/ftt-6/7lB-9 

1860 (1860 77 3tf%|f777 
R 45), 7* 717 216 ^ 3%*k mm 3RhP7 77T TTr^, 
7S77 7177^77 3PRT7 7^ 






[mnil—'3(ii)] t 26,2011/^1^17, 1932 1719 

3TFT fWlt TR^T ^ f^fcT f?rf^ cR» T$ 
#TOR 5RT WfSRT mifM’d 


ST^n dRd ^ fcTTi %vft faTfa 'gfdRT WH ^ ■HS’^ dft 
^|fal4i 3^ H^IO^TF^^TFSRt'tf 

wit I 

[U 228/6/2011-Rdt^t-II] 
TrFT, "srq itfiaRt 

New Delhi, the 17th February, 2011 

S.O. 551—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 of the Delhi 
Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Act No. 25 of 1946), 
the Central Government with the consent of the State 
Government of Maharashtra, Home Department, 
Mantralaya, Mumbai, vide Notification No. EAR-0311/C- 
6/Pol.9 dated 10-1-2011, hereby extends the powers and 
jurisdiction of the members of the Delhi Special Police 
Establishment to the whole of the State of Maharashtra for 
investigation of offence under Section 216 of the Indian 
Penal Code, 1860 (ActNo. 45 of 1860) and attempt, abetment 
and conspiracy in 1 relation to or in connection with the 
above mentioned offence. 

[No. 228/6/2011-AVD-U] 
_ V. M. RATHNAM, Dy. Secy. 

fart TOl 
(ftrqnr) 

■BFT ) 

df Iwft, 15 T R^t, 2011 

■g^ 3TT. 552.—^4^1 mT 15 ! ^ fvP£ Ud’V&Kl 

T^r atf^Pdri farm TOT 1? fd> dvd RRW $»RT 3TFTdPt 
IwFicft, 1962 (to fTOirot) ^ fwr sn 3?fc 5^ ^ 
^ -qf^cT 1961 (TOT 3tfitfWT) dfi md 

35 dltTO-md (1) ^(ii) ^ y4WHl4 ^7 PW<. u i 
2009-2010 3TFl 3jfar ^ 

^4Hldi4t ; fr l cHdc n mt PiMPdfigct mti? ^ 3t4H auTVi* 
mFfWPTf 4 * 3Fd 

a^xftfeT fw TO t, 3Wfef :— 

(i) TO mt Udd TlfifT dd TOl 7 ! 

fati fwr TORTl; 

(ii) STjrflt^RT 3P12PI 3Tq4 TOFt 3T*jm 33^ 

H RT fTO Wdf ^ ^ 4*iiP*i«ri 3F(*Tmd 

(iii) atjijlfcd ^ 

^Rl TOT TlfTT ^ Ttmi *¥ 3T^FT <ai<il 

prRPp dvt^ 4* PdQ, a^dd Tlf?I d7lt£ ^ 

i\, to 288 TO*irct (2) 

^ ^ W vRmfild f^TTt ^<s(l«hK ^ 

Theft McTT-sTFl dft #9T ^ ^ 

3rfi#FTR SJTCl 139 dft TO-«!KT ( 1) ^ 3T<Ffa 


Tift^T 1 Hi tmd W ^ 3^pi5R 

3TP$5tT 3t«RT 3WRT ^?f ^TT; 

(iv) 

?t«n TTJeRT Tff?fl 3^eFT f^q^i T^Tl 3lk 

frq^ ^ wn ^si T Rt^ srct P^^n 

ncqifqct ^ f«t*K u i ^ 3rf^T i 

V 

(ep) »kiyi4> l ^ ^T-Viuiy) (iii) «Rmf^d #3T 

(tg) frmrcr 1 ^ ^t-^ups (iii) $ ^PedPao 
im -^n Mi dff ^tt; ami 
(7T) ^OTtr 1 ^'3^T-%tir : F (iv) 3 sfcdP^d ^iPt* 
atg^mpT ^ tens to ^ ^ 

s&n; smm 

( , r) 3ppn mpf mm ^ ^ni srom 
3T^mH mpf to ^nt; 3mm 

(T) ftsRt 5^ 3flT 5^ ^ "Sra 9Pdd 

■^mr 3tf^P*tmt mti 35 (l) ^ 

1 ST5 (ii) ^ UimtHf ^ 3T^T9 ^ ^TT dm 
ddmi mtm i - 

[atf^Rjmtr 09 / 2011 /mnr. u 203/3i/20io-3n.m.fd-n] 

3FSTC T^m, Mm 

MINISTRY OF FINANCE 

(Department of Revenue) 

(Central Foard of Direct Tkxes) 

New Ddhi, die 15th Febniaiy,2011 

S.O. 552.—It is hereby notified for general 
information that the organization Sinha Institute of Medical 
Science & Technology, Kolkata has been approved by the 
Central Government for thepuipose of clause (ii) of sub¬ 
section ( 1 ) of Section 35 of die Income-tax Act, 1961 (said 

Act), read with Rules 5C and 5E of the Income-tax Rules, 
1962 (said Rules), for the Assessment Year 2009-2010 
onwards in the categoiy of ‘Other Institution’, partly 
engaged in research activities subject to the following 
conditions, namely:— 

(j) The sums paid to the approved organization 
shall be utilized for scientific research; 

' (ii) The approved organization shall carry out 
scientific research through its faculty members 
• or its enrolled students; 
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(io) The approved organization shall maintain 
separate books of accounts in respect of the 
sums received by if for scientific research, reflect 
therein the amounts used for carrying out 
research, get such books audited by an 
accountant as defined in the explanation to sub¬ 
section (2) Of section 288 of the said Act and 
furnish the report of such audit duly signed and 
verified by such accountant to the Commissioner 
of Income-tax or the Director of Income-tax 
having jurisdiction over the case, by the due 
date of furnishing the return of income under 
sub-section (1) of section 139 of the said Act; 

(iv) The approved organization shall maintain a 
separate statement of donations received and 
amounts applied for scientific research and a 
copy of such statement duly certified by the 
auditor shall accompany the report of audit 
referred to above. 

2. The Central; Government shall withdraw the 
approval if the agprovednigtfiization:— 

(a) fails to mainin separate books of accounts 
refemedto in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; 
or 

(b) fails to furnish its audit report referred to in 
sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or 

(c) fails to furnish its Statement of the donations 
received and sums applied for scientific research 
referedfo in sub-paragraph (iv) of paragraph 1; 
or 

(d) ceases to carry on its research activities or its 
research activities are not found to be genuine; 
or 

(e) ceases to conform to and comply with the 
provisions of clause (ii) of sub-section (1) of 
Section 35 of the said Act read with rides 5C and 
5E of the said Rules. 

[Notification!*). OftTZOlt/RNo. 203/31/2010/TIA-II] 

AJAY GOYAL, Dkector 
15 2011 

W.9IT. 553,—'SlnquO ^d^JjJKI 

Aral ^irar i ^ wm sro &rfr 
1962 (<PW PWHHfcfl) 5*T aft* 5Wi 

ife* 37RTCR 1961 ("3^T atfllPm) ¥1 WO 35 ^ 

3*7-SfRr(l)^75fe (iii) 2009--2010 

^ ^ #icR ^ fbR^, 

‘^*71’ ^ farqj m t, 3rafe(:- 

(i) ^ uf^T ^>r wftn 

^F> t^rxii ^TT^nT; 


(ii) 3T3*7tf^T 3ptf tffft w&ii 
HiMiT+d i 3 Tmfwz fnwr 

TRjftgqtffcl U*^TT; 

(iii) srgtftTR i %t 

SRI 3JF7T TTfTT ^ i 3RFI TStmT W\ Wjj 
^ m T&tii rji ^ 

"3^ ufi «7RT 288 T'T-^RT (2) i 

3 7 }^ 77 smS 

^TT FfiVT ^<1^1! sfa 
37faft*7R T& mi 139 ^-VRT ( 1) ^ 3TcPfcT 
l^rBRTrit n^f!T ^ 

SRI Vi fWMHRd ^T 

’#^1 37F73R 

sngw 3T*rar f=i^w> ^ wgi ^tt ; 

(iv) 3731^0 

<T87T Wgtt Tlf^T ^rfi afa wj$d 

ifrsi 'qfi^T fate i srt fqfw 

tirniRa i\ nfii iR^pr ifar I 

2 . ^5 TR3RR *7S UFRT $ ^ ^ ^ 3 ^Rid 

#TcH :- 

(^) 1 i: (iii) i ^ f^Rad #sn 

FFf 77^ Tf; 37*73! 

(390 %rF7t 1 is ^7-<UhJI 9> (iii) i dfir^lRad 
^rr TT^TT ^ 37«7^T 

("fl) 1 (hr) ■^'3^’lRSRT 77Wlf3|«4i 

f^TH i 3T377HH 37«F7T 373 WH ^ 

fcR WZ !$ TrgsW 3PRT fitrRnr 37^^’ 

^TT; 37*7^7 

,(^r) 3pT=ff 373W7R ^ WK ^!T 37«rai joi; 

3T37F7H UfPTST 37W 

(^) i fw? yn sw i 37 m ■qfer 

3Tfl7fW7 Tffi ^RI 35 ^ ^7-*7RT ( 1 ) i 

35T5 (iu) i TTFtqnT ^ 373^7 ^ FFTI 3T«7r 

MK1-1 _= Rff 1 

[37fl7^ru 10/201 l/FF. "77. 203/33/2010-37T.n?.fil-II] 

373R7 "nNcTj R^l«h 
New Delhi, the 15th February, 2011 

S.O. 553.—-It is hereby notified for general 
information that the organization Institute for Financial 
Management and Research, Chennai has been approved 
by die Central Government for the purpose of clause (iii) of 
sub-section (1) of section 35 of the Income-tax Act, 1961 
(said Act), read with Rules 5C and 5E of the Income-tax 
Rules, 1962 (said Rules), from Assessment year 2009-10 
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onwards in the category of ‘Institution’, partly engaged in 
research activities subject to the following conditions, 
namely:— 

1. 0) The sums paid to the approved organization 
shall be utilized for research in social sciences; 

(ii) The approved organization shall cany out 
res earch in social science or statistical research 
through its faculty members or its enrolled 
students; 

(iii) The approved organization shall maintain 
separate books of accounts in respect of the 
sums received by it for scientific research, reflect 
therein the amounts used for carrying out 
research, get such books audited by an 
accountant as defined in the explanation to sub¬ 
section (2) of Section 288 of the said Act and 
furnish the report of such audit duly signed and 
verified by such accountant to the Commissioner 
of Income-tax or the Director of Income-tax 
having jurisdiction over the case, by the due 
date of furnishing the return of income under 
sub-section (1) of Section 139 of the said Act; 

(iv) The approved organization shall maintain a 
separate statement of donations received and 
amounts applied for research in social science 
and a copy of such statement duly certified by 
the auditor shall accompany the report of audit 
referred to above. 

2. The Central Government shall withdraw the 
approval if the approved organization:— 

(a) fails to maintain separate books of accounts 
referred to in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1 
or 

(b) fails to furnish its audit report referred to in sub- 
paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or 

(c) fails to furnish its statement of the donations 
received and sums applied for research in social 
science or satistical research referred to in sub- 
paragraph (iv) of paragraph 1; or 

(d) ceases to cany on its research activities or its 
research activities are not found to be genuine; 
or 

(e) ceases to conform to and comply with the 
provisions of clause (iii) of sub-section (1) of 
Section 35 of the said Act read withrules 5C and 
SEofthesaid Rules. 

[Notification No. 10/2011/F. No. 203/33/2010/ITA-II] 

AJAY GOYAL, Director 

R$fa#, 15 RR#, 2011 
554,—ft# 1934 # 

%ircT 8 # sv-'m (l) ^ 33115 (u) «iI*kwT 


WjSRI, SIR 

snfSrar Rn4f#RT, f# # dr+id rrir sr# 
tpf wta It# ^ to 3 

srcflRt R> wn RR R> Rlfar <6# ^ I 

[mu 6 / 1 / 2010 -^- 1 ] 

ftFJT, fifaFF 

(Department of Financial Services) 

New Delhi, the 15th Februaiy, 2011 
S.0.554. —In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) of Section 8 of the Reserve 
BankoflndiaAct, 1934 (2 of1934), the Central Government 
hereby nominates Shri R. Gopalan, Secretary, Department 
of Economic Affairs, Ministry of Finance, to be a director 
on the Central Board of Directors of Reserve Bankof India 
with immediate effect and until further orders vice 
ShnAshok Chawla 

(No. 6/1/2010-BO-I3 
SAMIR K. SINHA, Director 

3$ fa#, 18 m#, 2011 
555.—'1955 (1955 
RtT 23 ) # 9RI 19 ^ (U) TJRT 3PTrT #f#f RiT R# 

R# TRR^R, Rd^gKI, # TltTT RTR Wfi, Rif#, 

R* dofckrl RRIR ^ 3F# a^fal RR», ukoIm ^ 

ffalRT ^ UR 3 Rtf# rr# t I 

[mu 6 / 1 / 2010 ##- 1 ] 

Trtft ftFST, fifaFF 
New Delhi, the 18th February, 2011 
S.O. 555.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (e) of Section 19 ofthe State Bank of India Act, 1955 
(23 of 1955), the Central Government hereby nominates 
Shri Shashi Kant Sharma, Secretary, Department of Financial 
Services, Ministry of Finance, to be a Director on the Central 
Board of Directors of State Bank of India with immediate 
effect and until further orders vice Shri Ashok Chawla. 

[NO.6/1/2010-BO-1] 
SAMIR K. SINHA, Director 

OlNWltnum) 

r$ fa#, 4 m#, 2011 

W.3U 556,—USHfW R##R #TMi 4K (Wl 

R^T) Ri asfafarc, 1948 # 9TCI 2 ^ 13S (R») ^ 
FRR>R T^RT U# TTO, 3FR M 
Mw* # .4-2-2011 ^ W ^ 4wtf3 RT, #RRT 3 WW 
#f^R ### # R>T RRTR R# ^ f# RTfafffl - 

rr^ i 1 

[U 3. 4330/1/2006] 
3TR. STRTUf# (#'^d<) 
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MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 


(CPV Division) 

New Delhi, the 4th February, 2011 

S.O. 556.—In pursuance of the clause (a) of the 
Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular Officers (Oaths 
and fees) Act, 1948 (41 of 1948), the Central Government 
hereby authorize Shri Rajeev Ranjan, UDC, Consulate 
General of India, Jaffna to perform the duties of Assistant 
Consular Officer with effect from 4th Februaiy, 2011. 

[No. T. 4330/1/2006] 
R. K. PERINDIA, Under Secy. (Consular) 
^ fftft), 7 TOlfl, 2011 

^»T.3ir. 557.—ftk 'tiTtunVi 3tYP+>^R (ypiri 
zfc ftfa) ft 1948 TO 2 ft tsfe (3T) ft 

^ ^vSRT aft ft). ft. ypft to 

ft 7-2-20 H ft TO ft TT ^ I TO , ft « 

ftTOfft ft ^ft ft %tr suffer 

TO)ft I 

[ft. ft). 4330/1/2006] 

New Delhi, the 7th February, 2011 

S.O. 557.—In pursuance of die clause (a) of the 
Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular Officers (Oaths 
and fees) Act, 1948(41 of 1948), the Central Government 
hereby authorize Shri P. K. Sharma, UDC, Embassy of India, 
Kuwait to perform the duties of Assistant Consular Officer 
with effect from 7th February, 2011. 

[No. T. 4330/1/2006] 

R. K. PERlSlDIA, Under Secy. (Consular) 

"Oft ft^im 

ft 9 TOfft, 2011 

^ W.3F. 558.—(3JTOR) 1983 ft fftm 
3 ft ^ ftftcf TOfftt 1952 (1952 37) <*ft 

m 3 ft) m-m (1) m to ftftftf 31% to) ^r ft* 

fftvH 3 Fl|wii fttlFK 3 T^J^“^ft sftzfcfl 

^ffncir Mr '6i4«hiet fftft 31 TOf, 2011 | 

[m ft 809/2/2010-TO7ft) ft)ft). I] 

(fro?) 

MINISTRY OF INFORMATION AND 
BROADCASTING 
New Delhi, the 9th February, 2011 

S.O. 558. In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Cinematograph Act, 


1952 (37 of 1952) read with rule 3 of the Cinematograph 
(Certification) Rules, 1983, the Central Government is 
pleased to extend the tenure of Smt. Sharinila Tagore as 
Chairperson of the Central Board of Film Certification in an 
Honorary capacity till 31st March, 2011. 

[F. No. 809/2/2010-F(C) Pt. I] 
_ AMITABH KUMAR, Director (Fil ms) 

"stftn ft^twn 

(mfitpir frtwr) 
ftft^ft, 17TOft, 2011 

TO 3F. 559.—ft^ ^FSTTOT (ft^t ft yiE HctOq 

ftftftft%Rftft) Iwt, 1976 ftftm 10 ft <rqftm (4) 

ft fftRfftfTO Tq-^rrfteR ^rt 
TO) $, froft 80 uftrera ft ft 

^1 4>i4ui«I 3*; TO TOT TO frpn ft : _ 

fftfa fftft^rr ftftroi, fthft) 

^<rt «£*> 

ftfftcT, TTOim, TO 
ftlek-575 001 

[ft1ll013/l/2008-%ft] 
ftlftt, fftftTTft (TTTOFTT) 

MINISTRY OF COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY 
(Department of Commerce) 

New Delhi, the 17th February, 2011 

S.O. 559.—In pursuance of Sub-Rule (4) of Rule 10 
of the Official Language (Use for official purposes of the 
union) Rules, 1976, the Central Govt, hereby notifies the 
following Sub office of Export Inspection Agency, Kochi 
under Export Inspection Council of India, New Ddhi, which 
is under administrative controlof Department of Commerce, ' 
whereof more than 80% staff have acquired a working 
knowledge of Hindi:— 

Export Inspection Agency - Kochi 
Sub Office - Mangalore, 

School Book Building, 

\ 

Third Floor, Temple Square, 

Car Street, Mangalore-575 001 

[No. E. 11013/1/2008-Hindi] 
Smt. DEVKI, Director (O. L.) 
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rtr^, qarcr aft? fn 4 *iPfa fatfm 4 *i<hr 

(4«i*iliwn vro$ ) * 

R$ fa#, 22 WRR, 2010 

W.3TT. 560.—R^faR H<R 7 R RH, faFR yifaERl £RT # 3PRJR f V& R* faRR R# ^ q^ic^RF RRWR Ft RRT t fa 
fart* 3 Rf% RfSR (RfaRtR$ 3TTffF *$) RTF slfc RTC ]TTO aifafRRR, 1976( 1976 R* 60) TOT RR affc RTC RR* 
( MkdT RR 3Rjqfa) fm, 1987 ^ 3RRRf ^ 3T5^R t affc ^7 RTF # *falRRT $ fa minu '5PTt T T # aTRfa^' *ft F3R RfeR 
zpqrsfa RRTR TfaTT afk f^H Rftfaffaif an^id *fa KR RRR ‘fait; 

3R: 3R R#R BRFK, 3RR aifafaTR # RRT 36 # FR-RRI (7) aft FR-RRT ,(8) STO TO RR RRtR RR^ 

^tr f*RFR, 85, FfTRf RRRT, TT^ i'li^d ^ RRT, Fft ytU 4<tvsl, '+>c5qi5l TtZ, RRT *Kki, 30 £RI 

f^rf^cT rto RRi*fa (w*far #-iii) Rfa ^ 3faF *jrr *ffa ai^ifafl tim «*wW 

(RfaR ^r) c£ wm RR, ffafa RT"F RR RTR *‘ftr-$Rr" t, (P# T RfeR WW t) aft 

a^jqfa* faf 3nf TR Ft/09/10/206 UR^HMd faRT RRI ft 3RpfaT 3I¥1 RR Wt RRcft $ I 

^rr qfScT RRT fajjR ftn M«hK R5T RR ftl 3TRTtftcT Rl’Wqifad dim aH=t><. u i 3fa«t» «fpn (^fa vj i <y$9) ^ 1 

man 40 fr i aft ^rr *tot 100 fa. m 11 ^im i™ ( 3 ) 5 fa m $ 1 ^ smtageR 
^faf t ^^1 ?m UftTRT «nfar an^q^R urir$ 1 wm 3 ^ 4 + (rr ^R hR«ii*i aMsRm ^rtt 

t I <R ^701 230 alk 50 F^ yr^Ndf ^TRT 1^3 W RT R>l4 RRFf t I 



3ii^fd -2 Hiscn RtI RtffaT ®htA R>T fajRR?* siqilRl 


$4\£ z i $ ^RIR RR Ffaff $ ^ cfRR fara RR 3fk 3R TR Rfe Rfa RRRR ’^tffal ^ I hT«ci RR RR^ 

FRRR RR R^F R?fa fajRR^ FFTORT 'SRR fan RRT ^ I 

afR ^faq Wsm 3RF aifRfam nf! RRI 36 RTt m-m ( 12) ^RT RFR TTfanf RR trtR rr^ ^r qF^W^rfa 
t fa FRd RTSR ^ 3 RpfaT ^ FR WTO ^ sfafa 3 Rt fafafa ?R1 FRt faSR, faW ^ ST^^R sfR 3 Rt RR 7 ^ R faR^ 
ar^RifaTqts^ rhM fafafamRRTi,fRfafa3#^facnFt^fa,Rftflgfa aaj k «m4 micR fRr 
# 5.RI. RT FrR aifRRT ^ RR ^ faR 500 ^ 10,000 F«F> R>t fa ^ RRRFR RRRR afalR (i^) Rfa 5 33^ 200 FR 
^ W^nfRRRR STOTRTRf afk “I” RR 1x10*, 2x10* RT 5x10 * ^ *, ^ RFTOT RT W*RT ^ifa RT 7£R ^ 

t I 


[m U F^i^-21 (141 )/2010] 
Rt.TR. Rtf^R, P4^I4 j, iRte RTR fR?R 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: FEBRUARY 26,2011/PHALGUNA 7,1932 


MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(Department of Consumer Affairs) 

New Delhi, the 22nd November, 2010 

S.O. 560.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Weighbridge type) with digital indication of medium Accuracy (Accuracy class -HI) of S cries - WWS-F and 
with brand name “WEL-TECH” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s Wei-Tech Weighing 
System, 85, Sarthi Bungalows, Nr. RadheTenament, Hari Darshan Chokadi, Kathvada Road, Nava Naroda,Ahmedabad-30 
and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/10/206; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Weighbridge type) 
with digital indication of maximum capacity of 40 tonne and minimum capacity of 100 kg. The verification scale interval (e) 
is 5kg. It has a tare device with a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates 
the weighing results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 


Figure-1 Model 



Figure-2 Sealing arrangement 


Sealing is done through the holes made in the indicator, then a wire is passed through these holes and the lead seal 
is applied on the wire. A typical schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of section 36 of the said, Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instrument of 
similar make, and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 5 tonne and up to 200 tonne with number of 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of500 to 10,000 for ‘e’value of 5g. or more and with ‘e’ value of lxl0 k , 2xlO k ,or 
5xl0 k , k being the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in 
accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model .has been 
manufactured. 

[ F.No.WM-21/( 141 )/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 















[HFTII-^P*5 3(ii)] 


HRH HP TFPHH : HRHft 26,2011/W^H 7, 1932 _ #25 

22 TOR, 2010 

^T,31T. HHTHFT ?t HHT t Rp 

3HP fvte $ Hfficf HfecT (Ht^ Ht V$ STffrfp ^sf) HTC afo HPT HTPH? SlfafTO, 1976( 1976 HP 60) <WT ?K a^N HPT HM<*> 
(•qfggff HP ^jAfcO fWT, 1987 3T3^H$ afo^HRTHft^faFFfftfatiMiaKHHln^t aTHfatf *ftHHH 

wfai hpp?; t#tt afo Wh mR^mM $ <jh^«w #n tot hrpt nN; 

3RI: 3IH WHP7, ^HH a*fafHHH Hft «JTTT 36 Hff'PH-HRT (7) afo FH-HRT (8) 5RT TOT *iGki At HP HR^ 

^ 3?f-&p ^IT ftrceiT, 85, HTHf HPcIT, TRl tppfe ^ HRT, F$ ^ 4q»6l, ^ HHI 30 SRT 

ftfiffici ™ wfcn (HHRfm ^f-iu) hi 3 * * * *j%Rn ^ aw>+ -hTm ^wiR™ 

ZI^T) ^histhhjt,- feratf hp^hppth “%4ht 1 ’ t, hsnt^<5H?i h^st *fthrt i) ^&& 

fn$ aspf 'st/09/10/205 fanr hht $, arprkp wi hh ^ hrhI 1 1 

-gaft HfecT TO f^’^T "*Nf TPFR HP HR ifop aTRTlfRf ^^q^iRrl^l HfcPT 3H<*>v»i ( s^f W>el ciS'O t I 5^«Pt 
^fqcTT 5,000 fa.TJT. $ afo SPRIT 20 fH>. HI. $ I HTCHH ST^RJcT (3) 1 #>, HI $ I TO arR ^^TO^ ^* 1 $ 

f^PTOT 7RT HHT7KT «TOdHKHH> Hlftp apttacJrTP HHTH $ 1TORT ^4^ TSWtZ (TO 3^) TOf <&Ni hR«iw <*»i^ffra H><cJ'l 
f I <tw q 230 afft 50 F^ TOTHHf HRT f^I TOT H* HfTPf HRPT $ I 



STTfrfF -2 Hl5d H?1 41 Rim HR% HP <il«iiw«t 'FFTHPT 

FStP^WHPRTOI^^HIHTfHHTOHR afa^T^R^teRta eTHIHR Hlfm Hft'HT?ft t I HfeeT H$ tfleHiA HR^ 
’3PHH HP TOTt TRHRT "3RR ftPT HHT t I 

~5HHR7T ^T HTFTt Ht%^ 7TP ^ f^TQ; H1F$ t I HIFft 4 >RiA*H FHT H^H HTl <I<+»A ^ 1^ ^P^/R’R ^ ^ ^ 

tFTH ^iHHTHHTt I 

<$fc 7RHPT1HH aRf^fmHft HRT 36 Hfl ( 12) WTO TlfeRTf ^T 3RhHR^ ^HF^TOHRlft 

t fHT TO Rfe^T ^ aqgqKP ^ FT TOTO ^ -p# faMlIT m ftTCTP, I^TO ^ aq^eR alk TOft ^ f^*RP^ 

^HH ai^plfHH 'pfe^T HP faftqfa t^RTT HPT t, Wtffo '?Rt ^ ^ ift 'AHT, H*TRfclT aqk HP^PTO ^ H^PT "iPHR^T ^ #1 
Pit 5 HT. HT HTfoP ^ *i H HH ^ ftp* 500 ^ 10,000 HH7 H^ ^TTHH TOTTH «TRM (^) ^T 50 
^ 30 *THHTHft 3TfTOR SHTHTHT^fafo “^ tt HPT 1x10*, 2x10* HI 5x10 * ^ t> ^ HHITH*HTHTHTWH?HfH ^ 
WgrH f I 

[HP. U FH?^^T~21( 140/2010] 
^ftwf, tP’^TTHT, Inf^HT HPT 


540GI/11—2 
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New Delhi, the 22nd November, 2010 

S.O. 561.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in c o n form ity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Modds) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Caitral Government hereby issues and publishes die certificate of approval of die model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Crane Scale type) with digital indication of medium Accuracy (Accuracy class -HI) of series - WWS-C and 
with brand name “WEL-TECH” (hereinafter referred to as toe said model), manufactured by M/s Wfel-Tech Weighing 
System, 85, Sarthi Bungalows, Nr. RadheTenament, Hari Daishan Cbokadi, Kathvada Road, Nava Naroda, Ahmedabad-30 
and whichis assigned toe approval maik IND/09/10/205; 

Die said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic wei g hin g instrument (Crate Scale type) 
witodigital indication of maximum capacity of5000kg. and minimum capacity of 20 kg. Theverifleation scale interval (e) is 
1kg. It has a tare device with a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the 
weighing results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternate current power supply. 

Figure-1 



Figure-2 Sealing arrangement 

Die sealing is done by passing a leaded wire through the holes of toe body of indicator and lend seal is fixed. A 
typical sc hemat ic diagram of sealing provision of toe model is given above. 

Die instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D caid/mother board 
to disable access to external calibration. 


Further in exercise of toe powers conferred by sub-section (12) of section 36 of the said, Act, the Central 

similar make, and performance of same scries with maximum capacity above 50 kg. and up to 30 tame wad with number of 
vaification scale interval (n) in toerange of500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g. or more aid with V value of lxl0 k , 2xlO k ,or 
5xl0 k , k befog toe positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by toe same manufacturer in 
accordance with the same principle, design and with toe same materials with which, the said approved model has been 
mamtoctured. 


[F.No.WM-21/(14iy2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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d$fa5*ft, 31 *1^,2011 

3RT.3H. 562.—XRSiTC d>T, fafad £Rl ^ TOJfl ftite X R fadR dR^ ^ w^qt^RF «4iMFf Ft ’PTT i fa> 

fcfcf 3 *T Tfe® aPTTffa 33) 3fa *TPJ iJHdr aifafadR, 1976 (1976^160) 

(tfeif^T fWT, 1987 dt d^mf ^ i 3?k ^Rptft RfaRdT $ fa? WW(R ddW 3^fa ^ it ddd nT«fl 

^i?tcn mns t^tt aik Wft mRR*iM 3 <jh^«w idi tot dRm #tt; 

m: 3R ^dfa fK<+iR, Fdd atfkfadR dft «JRT 36 dft dR~RRT (7) 3?ft ^-qRI (8) SRT ^iRtomT dll xqVt dR& ^ 

trir am faskt, i^t, ^N? frr m fafaffa tor RRiim (qmifli -ffl) R t# 

dfcRdq^RR (^HWf^R) ^ Rfefr dd, faR^ dfediT dTR w «t Kfo" j 
(f^FRiFR^RSdi^FddifeeT w^dii) adk fari a**pfad 1%nt anf x^ it/09/10/377 fa*. rrt i, agkkR 

hMIW Rd «!Rt <Mtft i I 

■33RT Rfe<d T^fT fa^id i*r TRTR d>T RH ifo atntnffa dtcFT <sh«m u i (k^.w>t 4 a^n) i I $*fd>t ^fa<?><iH 

s-perm 1000 far.xn. asth ^RPtr-wm 2 faun. it ttc^tfr mimhih aRRm (i) 100 xn. it 5*4 

3rkfa?J?R *jfad i faRRTT ?Td yfdVId oH«hcmw^ Rlftfl aflkfacJeFT ITRRf i l TWRT dCH’afa 11^5 i it) XRFrf oitli 
qRq iq dRdT t I 230 dted adk 50 F^tf urmqfll RRT fa^T 3RRT T R dH*f d>W1 i l 



a^fifa -2 RfecT ^t Wlfd’n dR^ d?T iUiid^ swain 
d>tdTSti""?titfafadFR fa<t»td dR *4»<i q>qvqit*i i *ftfci*i it qiflt i t tflct ^ 

^ ^ ^ sfk ^ it ^ itf^FT t!ipr fa^RT ^R ikr ^ iter ^rai i i ^t ^ ^ ^i«r ^ 

Wqt 4t^ J JIH dM<t*W fa^T i I 

^M4)<a| ip c^F ’9^ Rjfa^JT i I WXt ?FF faR W^t itt i fa^I 

sfk^ffaRR^R^T adfafWT ^t «IRt 36^t ^l-«IRI (12) ?Rr3I^ Vlftflif ^T TRltn ^ ^ Rg^ T m^Rdt 
i fa? <raRr ifsei ^ atjMkn ^ ^ hrpto ^ at^nfa ^it fafaRfai 5Rt "git fW*t, ^ ag?iR adtrsit «in j it i faB^ 

bw g^itfad Hfed fafanfm fa ) Ri W i fafaflm ym ^ it #*>, wfar adk ^rft ^ qltii «**t it g!»t it 

5 m RT ^ 3ifa^ ^‘T ^ ^ 500 ^ 10,000 ^ fat i mm 3RRW (1^) ^fad 50 fa*.m i 5000 fas; 

m wdftatfawr^^i3^ H r^ix^2x^ adkSxio* ^t,it fldim?xg wRdrT?ifardi^# 
*wp*r£ t 

[dfl Rl ^^^-21(240 )/2010] 
it.T^d, itfara, fa^vidi, fafad? dN fa^R 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA:FEBRUARY 26,2011/PH ALGUNA 7, 1932 
New Delhi, the 31st January, 2011 


S.O. 562.—• 


is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely in maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 


Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of medium Accuracy (Accuracy class -ID) Of Series “GPF'and with brand 
name “GODREJ” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), maunfactured by M/s Ganesh Prasad Avadh Bihari, Loha 
Mandi, Chowk Bazar, Bahraich, Uttar Pradesh and which is assigned the approval mart IND/09/10/377; 


The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platformtype) with 
a maximum capacity of 1000 kg. and minimum capacity 6f 2 kg. The verficationscaleintaval (e)is lOOg. It has atsedevice 
with a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. 
Die instrument operates on 230Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure-1 



Figure-2 Schematic Diagram of sealing provision of the Model 

Scaling is done on the display by passing sealing wire from the body of the display . The seal is connected by 
• tx k m base plate & top cover of display, than seal wire is passed through these two holes attached with seal. A typical 
schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. Adip switch has also been provided in A/D card/mother board 
so disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the power conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificateof approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instrument of 
similar make, accuracy and perfoffllance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg. and up to 5000 kg. with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of500to 10,000 for ‘e’ valueof 5g. or more and with ‘e’ value of lxl0 k , 2xlO k , 
or 5x1 0 k , where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in 
accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said ^proved model has been 
manufactured. 

[FJSfo.WM-21(240V2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 




wHWHn.- 'mmm ff it- 
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^ftwft,31 *H*ft,2oii 

^T,37T, 563.—TRBFR °FT,faf?tTinfoSKtSRIJN$I twfln TO t ft? 

3«RT #^fSra RfeR (^ ^ ^sf) mz afo m9 w&i sifMVH, 1976( 1976 TO 60) W mz 3?R TO Hl *^ 

(Tfeefi TO 3<^^ )'fwi, 1987 ^ ^Wff ^ SPI^T i <flk W TOT 9$ 3TWIT $ cviiflK Kta ^ 3Rfa if *ft 3TO itfSd 

w^Rtt ^ntr wn afft Wft HRR^rd^T 3 zkjto b^tt kb tort t^t?; 

3 TcT: 3R W^K, 3TO 3lM^q mt m 36 ^ *9-TOI (7) afc ZR-tTRT (8) SRI Tlf^Plf TO Kfa TO^ 

^S!R, f^ff^C* z T ,e n^-n) ^ 

^5TcfT ^ 3BR7 'SJTO VftWZ aU-^HlfirB c^n <5H«M U I (^«cl<ilH Zl^) RfeB TO, TO TOT M| iUW* i (t^ 

alfc fsti a93*to faf TO ^09/10/376 WtjttVkl fa«*i «Bl i, nytod OT9 TO 

t I 

^ro iter to fa$?r -^r to to to: iter srraifa 3rc*raifa?r #b toto^ (trozB zro) i 1 
^cfT 30 from alk ^p?R spto 100 mil wnro tob 3 rrict (i) 2 m i 1 ' 5 ^ TO an^aen ti^ i ftraro tot 

3fcTCT<T fa9«6cH l c*<4. qrfta gTT^^B TOTO t I TT9n?T3^N? ~SPfe (TO^) TO*f ^SB mR«iW <jhsRb TOmt ! <S4<*^i 

230 air 50 s^sf y<rofiff tot f^r KR TO to4 tost i 1 


r t ■ 



3TTfff(T -2 *fcl ^ ylfd'l TO %SRTTOJ SNMIH 

fTOTO^TO5t33 -g^ q i TOftTO gTTO tftfrPT^^TRfti 
4' sA "tf ^ 4HlPdO TOR PnTOd TO ^ftcT ^ ^ffeT TOT il RferF^ft «Ws TO^ ^ '3 T Rt* ^ K 7 «^4t -SMyi'n 

jqft^RT f^TT T BT t I 

3KvT9 ^ <PF i I ^fd'-ilVIH tBT ^ ^ feTti Ti/^t ^ feB 

1 

^'^'9 'JFTBHT arfMRm -^t «fRT 36 ( 12) SB K?l <iPw4 95^ ^ BF ^'091 ^<cfl 

if^T^RT iter ^ 'Srgjfe ^ W w>m ^ anpfci -a^t I^iPrRtt srt ^ f^rarfw, ^ ^n< ^ ^ 

mscB fWi tor fBi i, t^rf% ^ ft a?R wiw ^ miB ^ #t ^r 

1 m m ^ 50 to. ^ "i’ w RH ^^ ftR 100 ^ 1 00,000 ^ ^ 1 WR WF 3 PTOB W sfk ioo to m ^ 

M ^ B RB^5000^ 100,000 CRTfsrMIMMH 3TTOR (t£!) ^T 50 t^.m (B>^3rf^ehdfl TO! 
^ i afk "i” TIB 1x10*, 2x10* ato 5x10 *, ^ t, ^ TO*BT ^T ^TBBT m ^ ^ TB^T i I 

[K. H ^PJ v ^T-21(240)/2010] 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: FEBRUARY 26,2011/PHALGUNA 7,1932 


New Delhi, the 31st January, 2011 

S.O. 563.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority, 
is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service Under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 3 6 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of high Accuracy (Accuracy class -II) of Series “GTT'and with brand 
name “GODREJ” (hereinafter referced to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s Ganesh Prasad Avadh Bihari, Loha 
Mandi, Chowk Bazar, Bahraich, Uttar Pradesh and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/10/376; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table Top Type) with 
a maximum capacity of 30kg. and minimum capacity of 100 g. The verfication scale interval (e) is 2g. It has a Uredevice with 
a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. The 
instrument operates on 230 Volts or 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure-1 



Figure-2 Schematic Diagram of sealing provision of the Model 

Sealing is done on the display by passing sealing wire from the body of the display. The seal is connected by 
whole in base plate & top cover of display, than seal wire is passed through these two holes attached with seal. A typical 
schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/mother board 
to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the power conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 


100,000 for V value of lOOmg. or more and with ‘e’ valueof lxl0 k , 2xlO k , or5xl0 k , where k is a positive ornegative whole 
number or equal to zero, manufac tured by the same manuf acturer in accordance with die same principle, design aid with the 
same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[ F.No.WM-21(240)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 


Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments of 
similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50kg. with verification scale interval (n) 
in therangeof 100 to 100,000 for V valueof 1 mg. to 50 mg. and with verification scale interval (n) in the range of5000 to 




3(ii)3 


26,2011/9*1^17,1932 
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3$%#, 31 *FTC$,2011 

TET.3TT, 564,—W4*R 95T, SJffM^l'O '5RT ~5$ 3R<J?f ^ 97^ 9> M^R^TT?* TnTWFf t fa 

Mi $ "nto (iH ^ ^ snffir ^f) w afft to top sifatoir, i976( 1976 m 60) <r*n to slh; to tof 
( ifedT 9 *t Iwr, 1987 "% <rwif ^ 313 ^$ 3ffc^TO9>tRrTORT$f9> wtrtr u^rhr ^ stor 3 *rt irfecr 

totj tor affc to=R mR.R^Ri^T W <jm$*ci to tot tout tor; 

3m: gw totaTO*R, to 3rf^m ^ tot 36 ^to-toi (7) (8) wf tot viRw^T9*t ton 

^ tof to tol tol T$5 Wte, to H 12/14/4, Tnf<T W, to$, 7^-411039 5TC1 Mfl T*B W# CTO^TT 

^rf-II) ^‘‘W5^r^-13 Mj ^^TT^ ^Wlfafl'cTtepT ( ZwtW ^*fel^T, Rntw TO^T 

"to” $ (to w$ TOT^"^ Tfer W’Mt) 3foto3qtoto to ^^1/09/10/401 toT TO 

$, uhi u i 9^ tot «m<{ 1 $ i 

Tfer T^p t^j<T to TOR 9*T TO to TOfol toff <JMW*1 (tolTO ZI^T) t I W& tolTO9 

qm 30 ton. mw loom i i wrwih srrora (f) 2 m ii *to to 3n^aw tjGri t toro to 9faro 

mchcHkTO ^lft?T 3nto?JeB 9TOT # I TOT7T 4Hl44> 5Bt5 (to 3 ^) TOf toB MR°ll*t dH^ld TOUT $ 1 7WI 
230 toe to 50 TT^sf ilWB# TOT "TOT 9T TOt TOTT $ I 



5£it 


3TT^T -2 hTs(ti 9*t Oto ^ 9»T hWiim«6 ■5BTOT 
Rftto «04i Pl+W TO iflfemtototi I tol^TO^lpsfe^to^toto totfqTO* 
RfttoTORtoraTOtor^ toT t ftt titfer^^^^ifi!i^ 41 '*hw* swihh 
3M<^ to 7 BT t 1 

^WFT^ wd 4»Pd TT4? ^^TOTf I ^R> ^^^ to 

i 

3^7 ^(taRTBTR TO 3rf^fWT4it ^RT 36 4^74-^«TTO (12) WTO VlPw^T ^PT Mn ^ 
t ft? to *tifesT ^ ^r TO*m ^ 3^nfn "3# totfm m tom, ton^r ^ sfk <Rft 

^ argp^r Wi#i ton w t, totto '3$ ^ ^ to q«n«fm afo wtom ^ nto twi ’ft ^ 

1 fTT.m^5ofr.mnnf»^ M f M m3^toioo^ 

sito^ “^ M m 3 ^ to 5000 looxHX) to 4>t^^RTTOBmwn3to^(^) R#n so tom. TW^tsrfTOrc «R?n 

^ t 3fc M ^” TIB 1x10*, 2x10* 5x10 *, ^ f, # TOTO m %'W|W3T Tjnf^T Tfpi ^ RBJBT t I 

[m U , ¥^^21(247)/2010] 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: FEBRUARY 26,2011/PHA LGUNA 7, 1932 H—Sbc.3(u)] 

New Delhi, the 31st January, 2011 

S.0.564.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering thereport submitted to it by prescribed authority, 
is satisfied that the model described in the said repott (see die figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to mainta i n its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Gove rnm e nt hereby issues and polishes, the certificate of approval of the nmdeL of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of High Accuracy (Accuracy class -II) of Series “SWJ-13” and with 
brand name “SWARN” (hereinafter reflated to as the said Model), maunfactured by M/s Swam Weight-Scale Sales & 
Service, Surv^No. 12/14/4, ShantiNagar,Bliosari,Pnne411039 ami winch is assigned the approval maikIND/09/10/401; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Thble Trip Type) with 
a m ax imum capacity of 30kg. a n d minim um capacity of 100 g. Theverficatkm scale interval (e) is 2g. ft has ahne device with 
a 100 percent subtractive re t a ined tare effect The Light Emit t in g Diode (LED) display th e v« yhag result. The 

instrument operates on 230Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure-1 



Figure-2 Schematic Diagram of sealing provision of the model 

Sealing is done on the display by passing sealing wire from the body of the display . The seat is connected by 
whole in base plate & top cover of display, than seal wire is passed through these two holes attached with seal. A typical 
schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The instrument has external contralto calibration. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/mother bo ard 
to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of section 36 of the said, Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments of 
similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50 kg. with verification scale interval 
(n) in the range of 100 to 100,000 for 4 e* vatueof ling to 50 mg. and with verification scale interval (n) in the range of5000 
to 100,000 for ‘e' value of lOOmg. or more and with V vatueof 1x10 k , 2xlO k ,or5xlO k , where k is a positive ornegative whole 
number or equalto zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the sameprinriple, design and with the 
same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

( FmWM-21(247V2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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R$fte#, 31RRR$,2011 

W.3TT. 565.— UW< RTT, faft<T RTfaRTHt 5TO RRJR f7Rte RT faRR RR^ ^ W^^lf *WT«fH TO $ fRT 
^ fvU RfeeT (#*Rfr r$ anffa rtz ata to rtto aifafror, 1976(1976 rh 60) rrtto ata to tor? 

(TO^rf r?t ar-p^r) Irrr, 1987 ^ ■jwff ^ rfjto i affc ^ to Rft RfaiRRi t % wmt RRfr R>t arafa 3 *ft tot hT«ci 
^TTOfaT wi t#tt afa f#i mRR^M ^f <m^«w ^rt tot RRRT tSrt; 

mi, 3R, RF?faR?R7R, TOT afftfwr ^ «*RT 36 RfiTO-RRT (7) 3^ «PT—«TRJ (8) 5RTTOTRlfRRR? RR R R^R^ 
^ ^R* Fnf ^ ^T #^T Try Ttfsfa, ^ t 12/14/4, TTTRt TO, 411039 SRI fafRffiS WTW fe(44 !^T 

•gTt-IH) ^ “ i^H5«F^?I-ll H J^SRTT^ afTOT ■qj^R’RfitR a^^ifon RtcTR <*m<*H u i (iwein <U$R) R* hT-ScI RR, f«i«^ RTS 
^T RTR “w>f" t (M ^ TR^TO! Rfstf RTfT TO t) afa W 3FJRtRRfa* 3T1$ T*R tft/09/10/402 twiWid f*?Rl 

TO t, a^ptRR RTOT RR Rflft RR?ft $ 1 

TOT Rfe?T TT^r fa^RT Tf^T TOR RR RR "^T aTTRlfRT <fcTR "3TOTO (i«W<£N <S5R) $ I $*Wi) 3rf%RRR 

^tot 30 fR?.m 4 t aron ioo m i i nwm rtrto toto ($) 5 iti TO ^ ^ t^rroT m 

TOro oTO^mro Riffr arnfagro wi 11 totti <^4* *wte (to < ^t) RR*f Rten Rfaiw wi 11 <sh*<«i 

230^2 50 UrMWdl RKT fRIJR TOR R* R?rf RRRT $ I 


X 

X 



afl^TT -2 Rfe?T RTOR RTpT RR 4U-1TO 'SITOR 

fSTO^RTSt 
1TTOR ^FR fTO TO % l 

ji|4<u| 4’RT^Tt 4 ird^H TO RfR Rft "^fTO ^ I RIFTt <^Rl^ii TO RfR 0+^ ^ t^TR R/^t R^/TO ^ f^R 

Rt fro to ^ i 

SlRrfTOlR^ m\ 36 Rft^R-RRT (12) ?RT TO^T ?TRRIRf RJT ^ ^ 

t TOT RT^T ^ ai^R^R ^ ^T WTO ^ 3 RfRt IrWcH m f^Rl, ^ 3F[?nT a|R ^ ^ fatH 

^=T ST^rtf^T xfr^T fcrf^qf^T t^TOT Tpcft f^rfT^T TOt ^TOT ^ ^ ^T, ^T«7T«fm ^pfk ^ a^<ni 

itR. m^2mTO^^ , ’RH^t^ 100 3 10,000 TO Rft^^f^RmRTTOT 3TTO5T (R*T) 3^5 mRT^3Tfapj£ 
»i" 5000^ 10,000 TO^^^RcRNRRTTOR3f?^(T^) ^ 50 faM TO ^ STf^TR TOTRT^f 3fk 

“f’ TO 1x10*, 2x10* 5x10 *, ^ ^ RRRTO RT ^IRTO RT RJfR ^ ^WpR# I 

[m ^ *S^RIT-21 ( 247 )/2010 ] 

^FT, tR^TO, fRf^ RTR fR^nR 


540 Gl/11—3 
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New Delhi, the31stJanuary, 2011 

S.O. 565.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in die said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of die powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Gover nment hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of die model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of Medium Accuracy (Accuracy class -IB) of Saies “SWL-lTand 
with brandname “SWARN” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s Swam Weight-Scale Sales & 
Service, Survey No. 12/14/4, Shanti Nagar, Bhosari, Pune-411039 and which is assigned die approval mark IND/09/10/402; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table Top Type) with 
a m axi mu m capacity of 30kg. a nd minim u m capacity of 100 g. Theverfication scale interval (e) is 5g. It has a tare device with 
a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing results. The 
instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure-1 



Figure-2 Schematic Diagram of sealing provision of the Model 

Sealing is done on the display by passing sealing wire from the body of the display. The seal is connected by 
whole in base plate and top cover of display, than seal wire is passed through these two holes attached with seal. A typical 
schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/motherboard 
to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of section 36 of the said, Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of die said model shall also cover the weighing instrument of 
similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50kg. with verification scale interval (n) 
in the rangeof 100 to 10,000 for ‘e’ valueof lmg.to2g. and with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 5000 to 10,000 
for *e’ valueof 5g. or more and with‘e’ valueof Ixl0 k ,2xl0 k ,or5xl0 k , where k is a positive or negative whole number or 
equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same 
materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[ FJNo.WM-21/(247)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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fVrtrft, 3 1 'flWI, 2011 

TO.3TT. 566,—RRTOT TO, fafefl UlfottlO 5RJ TO UT# ^ 'UMI^TO TOTTOT ift TOT f % 

3TO Itftte if -qfs^T (^H ^ t\$ TO^fft ^f) W 3?fc TOT TOTF 3lf^ ; 1976 (1976 TO 60) TOTT TO affc TOT TORT 
(Mfedl TO ^ryftro) fWT, 1987 ^ TTOSft ^ a^TOT t affc ^ TO! RTTOTOT t fTO d'lldK TOW Tfft 3Rlfa *ft TOTT 

W>faT tout; T^lT afk faf*FT nRP^fc l 4 if 3TOJTO itel TO TOTO #TT; 

3RT:, 3m, TOTOR, TORT TOt m 36 TO-TOT (7) S^RTO-TOT (8) ‘glRf TO SlfaRf TO3T#TTOft 

fclRf Wf i(Z taf ^ RTta, RT$ ^T. 12/14/4, Tlfft TOR, sftRTTRt, ^t-411039 STO f¥¥$fl TOTO RTTOfar (TOTRfclT 
TOf-III) "SfT^ * * ^^<r^4t-7' f ^jVacii ^ TOT3TRJTO ^wenftia TT^R TOTOC°T ('<ta'*>i4 ii^n) **f*ti TO, Rh-h<£ W5 TO 
TOT“RTOf"$ (ta^'SRT^'SRT^ TOTO^TORT mTscI TOT ifr) 3fkPn^ TOpftTOf^S 3TC? TO "^t/09/10/403 TO^T^^fTRT 1TOTT TOT 
i, 3 i^hK*i TOFT TO TORt TOcft $ I 

TORT hTsci TO’ ^T swm TO TO R^T acpnft?! ar^q-'iiRia aVi*i (^ch>i4 'ZT^ t T) $ I swft 

^ttot iooo from, alto ^t?r sttot 2 tarn i i rtrtoh himhih totrft (f) 100 til $ I to» TOtogRR ^jfaT $ t^rro 

YTTT yRifl'd TOTOTOTcTOT *TTfR<T 3FTO t I TOTT7T <Jw4-?> -SWlS (TOT t ^) TOf RI^R mR»ih TOFT t I 

230 afo 50 F^sf y<^iq<ff %1RT 'P^T 3RRTO*f TOtTT t I 




TO^ftl ~2 hTsci ^ «Uci 4 i TO s)'Ji’ii«(<& TOTOPT 

«h1 «iisl ^ *1)^1 PiTOtf +111^1*1 ^iti) ^ I ^ ^ 

<iTM ^Fv^R ^ ^f T? Pf<W<l *bi. til^l ^ ^SlteT "TOT ^ I hTsci RT^ITO *i>^ ^ "3TO^ TO M^41 <il'ai*ii«i«& 

'siTOW <nrdro l^n w 11 

if «il^O fl't) ^PTOT ^ I 4(?{1 «t»Ri^?i*i <1^1 TNf^ Rih TO^/TOK fen 

f^9f left fror TOT $ I 

sftr RRTOR "3TO aiMwr ^F»t «IRT 36 TO-TOT (12) ^RT 3T^rT ¥lfaTOf TO 3I%T TOft ^ TO ^Mj TO?ft 

t I^T 3TO ^Ts^T ^ agqtro ^ W TOP>TTO ^ <wi4ti IqPiMlni ^RT "3# fRR5T?T, 3ig^TR a|k 3‘^ft RlMift ^ 

TOfT arjqtfro fafanfa f^TT TOT t, Wtffa 'S# ^ ^ ft ^, ipwfal TO*f«ir5R ^ *fc?F TOTO 0 ? ^ # 

5 in. *TT 3Tf%PF $ “i" TOT 500 ^ 10,000 m ^pft ^3T TOT 1 TO TOTTOT TOTTOT (TO) 50 %.m 3 5000 
tan. tot sTfarom toto ^ f tot ixio # , 2xio^ afk 5xio *, ^ t, tot?to» ^t ^ttotot ^t ^ ^ 
to^to! i 

[TO. U '5TO1TO-21(247)/2010] 

^TO 1 ^f, taror, f^F tot fo 
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New Delhi, the 31st, January, 2011 

S.O. 566.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority, 
is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy class -III) of Series “SWP-7” and with 
brand name “SWARN” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s Swam Weight-Scale Sales & 
Service, Survey No. 12/14/4, ShantiNagar, Bhosari, Pune-411039 and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/10/403; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) with 
a maximum capacity of 1000kg. and minimum capacity of 2 kg. The verfication scale interval (e) is lOOg. It has a tare device 
with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the wei!ghing resuites. 
The instrument operates on 230 Volts or 50Hertz altemative'cuirent power supply. 

Figure-1 



Figure 2— Schematic Diagram of sealing provision of the model 

Sealing is done on the display by passing sealing wire from the body of the display. The seal is connected by 
whole in base plate & top cover of display, than seal wire is passed through these two holes attached with seal. A typical 
schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/mother board 
to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the power conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Gove rnment her Ay declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments of 
similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg. and up to 5000 kg. with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 tol0,000for ‘e’value of 5g. or more and with* e’value of lxl0 k , 2xlO k or 
5x10 k , where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in 
accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model-has been 
manufactured. 

[ F. No. WM-21(247)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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31 m4, 2011 

15T.3?r. 567.—TKliK H, faRjd nffcfaiiO &KI f 4 ITT^T fRM IT fcHK 1 v 4 4> ITlTc^lF 4 HI $ 1% 

m IvU 4 if*ra irsci (44 4 Tji anfftr ^af) w aik tm ira? arfafiii, 1976 (1976 itt 60 ) <t*?t ire 3fR Hi 
(4fe4f ITT 3T3*fta) fro, 1987 it 3Wlf 4 3FJF9t 4k FTT1T1 ift TPTTHT t f4 dMMK 1#T itt 3Tlfa 4 4t F1<T TfeT 
I^TT^cT! HF? 77311 4k flfkn hPJVhPcimT 4 31^11 4ll W1 ITTcTT T^lf; 

an:, an, li^fflTTTliTT, a^tci affyP'i'HH lit STITT 36 l>t Fl-UTT (7) atk Fl-siITT (8) T*TTT y^d jmPwm) ITT TTlkT <*i<.d 
p; 4 tt 4 43 TlieT 4^3r T*F TTf^TT, Tl4 4. 12/14/4, TTTfl HT, *TTTTTTt, ^4-411039 UTTT M¥4l l*Tl4<TT (l*Jl*fcn 
iR-III) n 4 44 ^-sacr^Vs' ’ ^Va<ni it 3 THli 7 Jll *)Rd ai^q^iRld flkn as=h< u l ( 41 %*®!' ^1) it hTsci m, Rn^qi 

lTSiniFT 44 Tl4" t (144 srrtf ITH^m lfs?l 1TFT llT 4) 4k f44 14$ anf TRT Ft/09/10/404 UM^PVM 

f4ir m 4, ar^qtn wi n wrt urit 4 i 

3H nisei n> 4w WIT UT ITT 4 h aTTllftcT am^ufTTl okid '3WT TJ T (sc^lPw 31^1) 4 I 

#OTT WI 50 31 afa HJlcTT 100 flvSIT. 4 I TOTH 4I4MH afRTTTTT (3) 5 fell, 4 I ^T?4 1£F ari^q^R Tjfct 4 
Pfl^Mil VlcT TTfrmTT <^<fr<llT<*Tli snftl arntljcll W 4 I TTliTTT <4 ch4<*> Sn)s (t^T 4 4t) dl<rH 4 R°ii4 <jm^Rki «f»<ai 
4 I 3W 1 ! 230 ike aftr 50 F^jf Urqiltff ITTI flTgcT WT IT m4 W 4 I 



anff?r -2 hTsci irt Tftfcn liT fftift 

Ps^Hcrl ifl "4 4 4)Rio w Piglet itt 41 Rim 14 ^nit ^ 1 ttRt ^ ttt*t '^4 Ps^mcI ^ 4tt a4r "sFi mr 

44 44 4 4 4lfd*M ^tftt fniiid i>t 4Rt 4 4ter m 1 14fsci i4 4)d44 itt# 4 ut vpn w4 4Niro swuim 

39TV-W f4n TFTT i I 

34ii< u i 4 mr4 miRi^^n mmi lit Tjfi^iT ^ i n?4 «i»RiJ?i-i dii 14 4i4 4 Ri>t ^4t n4/i^r «iW 4fei 

fwi ^fium 11 

atlr 4^ftl TTTUT m atfqfwriit 1TTT36 iftTHT-UTT (12) FR13J1TT JflRwiT UT lltl ITT^ ^4tl^IT ITTlt 

t fir nr ifer 4 argiftii 4 ftt wto 4 aRnfi ^ 4 t fiMm fitt 3 f 4 t fa^fti, fe^i 4 ar^mr a|R irfl Tn*mt 4 14 tt 4 
■an 3 t^ 4 H 4 t 4 fseT in faRwWi tim tftt RtIhRct 341 *jVs(di 4 44 4 4 it, i*rr 4 cfT a 4 r itt 4 wpt 4 <fRn Furm ^t 44 
41 5 m u'3TT4aqftnT4“^ ,, ^Hii Rttt 50 o 4 10,000 nrift 4 i 4 trini wm anrr?r (^) Tiffi 5 zi 4 200 3i nr 
irt arfnm w n4 t a4r “f w\ ixio^, 2xio*, 5xio * -41, 4t «Rim> ^tt t Tjnhr u ijn ^ 

1 1 

[ITT. 4 F^1?T-21(247)/2010] 

0 

it.i^i 4Rn, fi^Tu, tiRnr tiw^ 
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New Delhi, the 31st, January, 2011 

S.O. 567.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Electronic Weighbridge type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy class -III) of Series 
“ S WB-5” and with brand name “SWARN” (hereinafter referred to as die said Model), maunfactured by M/s Swam Weight- 
Scale Sales & Service, Survey No 12/14/4, Shanti Nagar, Bhosari, Pune-411039 and which is assigned the approval mark 
IND/09/1 C/404; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Electronic Weighbridge 
type) with a maximum capacity of 50 tonne and minimum capacity of 100 kg. The verfication scale interval (e) is 5 kg. It has 
a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the 
weighing results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, SOHertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure-1 



Figure 2— Schematic Diagram of die sealing provision of the Model 

Sealing is done on the right side /back side of the display by passing sealing wire from the body of the display 
The seal is connected by hole in base plate & top cover of display, then seal wire is passed through these two holes 
attached with seal. A typical schematic diagram of sealing provision of die model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/mother board 
to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover die weighing instrument of 
si milar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 5 tonne and up to 200 tonne with 
verification scale interval (n) in therangeof 500 to 10,000 for V value of 5g. or more and with *e* value of Ixl0 k ,2xl0 k ,or 
5x10 k , where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in 
accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been 
manufactured. 

[F.No.WM-21(247)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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TOrTTOTOTTO : 26 , 201 l/TO^H 7 , 1932 

^ fWI, 31 'aHqO, 2011 

"3ir.3ir« 568 .—*rto to, Msrt rjRw>iO srt ^ 3R=g?r fate rt faro to^ ^ -qror^TO nwr st tot $ fa 
^tT RwU R Rf%T hIscT (4H ^ 3TP^fci ^£) W afo RP? RPRF 3Tfaf=TTO, 1976( 1976 TO 60) 7T«fT WZ aftt RF7 RPT37 

(Tmtf-*iStaton) fare, i987 ^TO^^3T^$^^Tro^#TO*faTOfflTiRfa^3Rrfa4^TO3Rfetf 

W«^TT wm, TT§fa afa faf*H Rftfarfrof if <JM^cW far TJ^PT TO T^RT; 

3RT: TO Wjm, TO<T STfqfWT ^ft tJR[ 36 RftTO-RRT (7) aifcTO-*TKT (8) SRI 3TTO ^TfafaTO wfr] TO^ 
^ 4w ‘W'l ^RT facf, ^'i W, TOtal Tfe, tiiq^swi, fa?TT ^hW), far -364515, (1J3RRT) ^RT '3TO WRfa 
(TOT*fm -n) ^ 4 \tn<q ^jrsRTT^ TORr^Rq-Rfar arwiRid.qteHTORTRn zro) ^Rfepr to, fapfa rts 

^ ^ ** Rriqifinq* " t (fatf 5^4 5««6 H^qi^TOTT RfecT RT*T fa^ TOjqfaf ^ i$q ^7/09/10/391 

fa^TT TOT t, SRpfar TOITO TOft TORft f I 

4fed TO Rl^'ci Tfar TOk TO RR^ TOJlfa aR^WlfcIfl ?flcB '<3 W<U| (t3T?TTO ^9) fI ^TO>t STftlTORT m 

30 fa m t ark 8RRTT ioo .m 1 1 worn rttopt afaM (f) 2 m ti to4 to arrfa^ro gfar t faror m Rfapr 

^^mirnqj %7Tft<T aTRtagm TORT i I TORT <Jcfc4* ^FTfe (TO f ^) 3J^f fltepf RfallH TORTT t I 3TO 

230 RTO sfk 50 3lc4iq<ff RRT fa^cT TO 9* TO*f TOT t I 



3tl<f>ftl -2 hTscI ^1 4IRl J l TO ql'JI’liq* SN'/IIH 

^ 4141 4 ^ 4)^1 TOR Piqjict TO 41feiM «TRft f t RTt^T ^ ^RRT ^ “^R X ^Z 3?R^fq^FTO: 

4 ^ ^ 4 "4 'HltciM ^RR RWiUri ^R ^tcT ^ ^5T RRT t I RfecT «Ft RleW ^R^ ^ TOW «BT ^FT q)j l HH4 ^RRTPT 

TOTt^T tWT TOT ^ I 

TOTOT R TOT t ! Wft ^fa^FFT TOT ^T TNt4 ^S\ ^/TO7 ^41^? 

fR^T 4 t fTOTTOT t I 

3lk ql-sOq «wk TOcT arf^TOR «TRT 36 TO-TOT ( J2) ^RT TOtT TT^RRTf TO TO^R ^R^ 

t RfecT# 3T3*TlTO ^ ^T TOPTO ^ 3RRf^ ^ PqRlHlai ^RT ^ft fTOcT, ^ 3^RR afk ^ ^RITOt f^RT^ 

"3TO ■3RJH)R\<i ifer TO PqfW«i froTOT t, psiplftfl TOft ^ ^R, WRfm 3?k ^TRfaRR^ ?t1?pttotot ^ 

# 1 fa. TIT. 3 50 fa.m TOT ^ 44 ^ ,, RPT 100 ^ 100,000 TOT ^T W4IH4 HIMHH 3RRRT (TO) ®lk 100 'PT.TTL ^IT 

3TfTOT ^ **| M RPT ^ 1^ 5000 ^ 100,000 TOT ^ ^T 4 ^TOTTO RTTOPT 3RRRT (TO) ^ 50 fa.m TOT ^ 3TP»RTTO 
^TTOT ^ # 3?R "$" RPT 1x10* 2x10* ^tK 5x10 *, ^ t, ^ TORTOT ^T 3fe«IW«b ^ ^ ^ TOTJTO t I 

[TO. -R -5TO£TO-21(243)/2010] 

■ ^t. TO- ^%T, fq^TOT, f^fTOr tot Pq?iH 
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[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


New Delhi, the 31st Januaiy, 2011 

S.O. 568._Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority, 

is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of High Accruacy (Accuracy class-11) of series “SHT” and with brand 
name “SHTVALDC’ (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s Bajrang Das Scale Udyog Nagar, 
Amreli Road, Savarirandla,DistAmreli, Pin- 364515, (Guj.)and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/10/391; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table Top Type) with 
a maximum r^padtynf3flkg. «nd minimu m capacity of 1 OOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 2g. It has a tare device with 
a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result . The 
instrument operates on 230Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure*! 



Figure-2 Schematic Diagram of sealing provision of the Model 

Sealing is done on the display by passing sealing wire from the body of the display. The seal is connected by 
whole in base plate and top cover of display, than seal wire is passed through these two holes attached with seal A typical 
schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/motherboard 
to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the power conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said. Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover die weighing instruments of 
similar make, accuracy and performanceof same series with maximum capacity up to 50 kg. with verification scale interval 
(n) in the range of 100 to 100,000 for ‘e’ value of lmg.to50mg. and with verification scale interval (n) in the renge of5000 
to 100,000 far ‘e’ vahieof lOOmg. or more and with‘e’valueof lxl0 k , 2xlO k or5xlO k , wherek is a positiveornegative whole 
number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the 
same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[ F.No.WM-21/(243)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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=T$fa#,31TOt,2011 

W.31T. 569.—4K4»K m, ftlRKI HlftWtlfl 5R1 ^t TR^TT farte T TC fa^R ^ twiHn ’WT $ % 

Mi t *rf% tfecr (=ffa # -nf ^cn^jfcT ttf) mm 1976( 1976 m 60) tot m? iw 

( ^TScrlT «FT <tf3Mk=0 fa?*?, 1987 f 3^ ^IU # t«?FRT $ fa WIKIK TPfa # 3?*fa f # 

mrpfa mri? t^tt at? fafa 5 ? mR(U»M t angm tm tptr ^rft t^tt; 

3ht: m tork, to arfafaro # **rci 36 # 3*?-*ira (7) (8) srcr mtr *ifawT m wto mt 

fait mitlfa?T,TO, 3Pt#ts, faflT 3P?tjft,fal -364515, (ti'SKIfl) ^fafafamTF mipfelT 

(mntrn M-w) 44 ** 'jstcit *?> yfa^r Rfar 3ramfav tften? <jm4><«i (&wi<yM ^r) tfe5rm,fa*fa 

*f* m m? 4< lW#5F> " t (fat M ^fa mm^TO tfecT WW t) #t fat SpprfaT #/09/10/392 

fa 7 ?! w ^ryjfai mpi m mt TOft $ i 

■to tfesr t^f far 3 rfr m rr tn yiiMiftfl <iVh to>w (tvnsra^n) $15W>1 arfln^nr stcrit 

30 fa. m $ #t wjfKR TOR 100 .m t 11W HIHHW 3KKI<r1 (i) 5 TfL $1 ^lt T^» 3TTt*ig?PT "gfar t fa*?4>l 7RT jiRkki 

qifar amtegsR ‘sp'tto 11 win y^jfa mite (u^r i #) msf mR«iw TOff ra tot 11 <jm»<«M 230 

ttrS sfa 50 3TPTP# *?TCT faga W? m Wf TOT t I 



3TPft% -2 nT«cr1 # #f#T *FT te^RTO «i«wii«i 

t «T^ t # 11 tftni.^PR Pi«Wd ^TT tfa t #5T 7 T 7 IT ^ I Hf^^l # tfa^ *»>^ ^51 «<«»> tNRPW «im«ih 

<JM4i< u | I ^TFt ^fall?n?R> 1 ?^#Tfat 1 tfa^W# 4>li/H«T< tit t far 

ffa^ttfanwti 

sfkt^TOiRTO 3?fafaPT# «?RT 36 # ^T“«FTr (12) ^RTTRrl VlfalMf TPfa ^ 
i fa to ifasT ^ 3?g*jfaT impipR ^ afaftr ^tt fafafar 'gRr ^tt fa^m, fan^ ^ agaR 3 ^ 3 # t tfast 

srgqtfar tfe^r fafarfa fa 7 ?? w fafafa "3# , jQr^Tfa tt # "fa, 7 wpfa ^pfa^n ^ *rfa=r ^ttot tt 

# 1 fa m t 2 m TFF^ w ^?I=T^fa^ 100 t lOW^^^^^TT^^TTTOT#?^ (^) #T 5.m "3^t 3ffa^ 
^ 50001 10,000 7TO7#fatTOm WTR 3ITOT (t^) 50fa.m ^R» # attTOT TOT^it t 

afa M f"’ iir lxio*, 2x10* 5x10 *, ^ #, # WHW4> ^Ttwv 1 jnfa ^ ^ $ 1 

[m •5^T^T-21(243)/2010] 
tt. m* ^far, f^W , faRm WJ faTR 


540GI/11—4 
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New Delhi, the 31st January, 2011 

S.O. 569.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in die said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Wrists and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and die said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes die certificate of approval of the model of non-Mtomadc weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of Medium Acauacy (Accuracy clasi-III) of series “SHTT’ and with 
brand name “SHIVALIK” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s Bajnmg Das Scale Udyog 
Nagar, Amrdi Road, Savarkundla, Dist Amrdi, Pin- 364515, (Guj.) and which is assigned die approval made IND/09/l(V392; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Thhlc Top Type) wife 
maximum capacity of 30kg and minimum capacity of lOOg. The verification scale interval (c)i| 5g. It, has a tan device with 
a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing results. The 
instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure-1 



Figure-2 Schematic Diagram of sealing provision of the Model 

Sealing is done on die display by passing scaling wire ftom the body of the display. The seat is connected by hole 
in base plate and top cover of display, then seal wire is passed through these two holes att ac h e d with teaL A typical 
schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D cmdfaother board 
to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of section 36 of the seid Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the s a id m o de l shall also oovnr the washing instrument of 
simttar make, accuracy and performance of same aeries with maximum capacity up to50 kg with verification s cale inter val (n) 
m the range of J 00 to 10,000 for V value of lmg.to 2g and with verification roalemterwd(n)mtherengeof5000to 10,000 
for V vahmof 5gormoreandwidi‘e*vatoeof 1x10* 2x10* or 5x10* wherek ri a positto or neg a tive wh o te number or 
equal to zero, m a nufS n ^i aed by the same m amrfa ct ur er in accordance wtth thc same priac^le, d esign a nd with the tame 
materials widi which, die said approved model has been manufactured. 

[ F.No.WM-21/(243y2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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^teft,31^PR#,2011 

grr.3ir. 570 .— w<m ^t, f^rfircT yift+ifl etc^ 3 ^fRte^^ "^rtcr 

fnte 3 *feT (iH ^ ^ 3TTff?T ^f) RW 1976 (1976 V\ 60) ?WT 412 3tfc TO TOR* 

(*feif rjt srpitoo fro, 1987 ^ 3 fj^r $ sfk th ^ ^ ttwri ^ for «*ikik irotn 4ft 3Rfa^ 

4rr 3ft* faf*Fi mRMcirT "ft* 2qp?r w ^fctt #tt; 

3ffi : 3R *K«FR, ^ 3TMft*R 4ft *m 36 ^ ‘OT-MTO (7) sfa 3R-4RI (8) STO vlftKRT 4ft TWh 4*ft 
■fortf -^tj] 4rcr ^rdW 4 *k, awM^s, 4<iq<%6di f fa?n twWi, fn -364 515 , (^ra) sro faPdfri *^h ^*pfai 
(zr«n%r^i -ni) ^ 1 * *f^n ^ afanfr ^344 ^#4 4U44ifa<i 4terr <4 won (^24 >i4 2154 ) ^ 4fe?r 44, flrcrofr 

W5 44 4R "f^RlfRR? " $ (f^ ^£I4 i H5MI^ 244 *«T«d 40fT 7 RT $) 3?ft 1%f 341* ^ 2ft/09/l 0/393 

f4T4T TRT $, 3 i^4KH TRRI 44 *Rt <M<fi i I 

^44 HT5d fe^Tl TRiR 44 ^fR^T smflftff <n*q-qiftW tffcR ( ^c'frt4 2J$4) 11 4 WI <*PW»64 

1000 fa. m 3fa ^J4?R $R4T 2 fa.31T. t I fTO TOTO 3faM (i) 100 m #1 43» oii^^cn Ijfaf t f^iWSl W 

ypfVM o444JR41?44> mfm 3n*fajR4 4TO t I 4447T <Jcu44> ^pfo (T^f i ^t) 44*f flleH hR^IIM «M<f$lfl 4TO ♦ 1 
4M4><u| 230 4t?2 3?fo 50 *^sf 3R4T44! «RT fag4 W "R «FT4 t I 



S'** 


37T^fcl 2-^fSH ^ 4H 4^iWC «im«R 

^rf 4 ^ ?ttwi w ta 3 ^ ^ trt 1 1 ^ ^ t^t wtf 4*nm*-wmm 

^fO«W I^RT 7RT t I 

fcratftftRT'TOi I 

3 ^^^^RJR^4?r 3rf^pR^ «im 36 ^3^-^ro (12) 5ffPw4 4JT 3Rta ^ Vl ^ ^R ^i jT»«fl 

<Rftftn6m, 313^3^-3# 

3*gsi)far ^ftRf ^1 Wnf^i $m to i, ^ M *rai*fm 3(k m*mn ^ im'&mn'ftlft 

^5m^T3^3Tfw^ *i” RR ^ 500 ^ lOPOO ** ^ ^T $ ^IWPH HHWR 3RRM (^) ^ 50 fe m ^ 5000 

TH TR» 4ft a*foRR JRRT t 3$fc **^ M -RR 1x10* 2x10* ^T 5x10* ^ ^ ^RPW ^ 

m$&i 1 

[m U W^TR-21(243)/2G10] 
4t. TR. ^1, 
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[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA:FEBRUARY 26,2011/PHALG UNA 7,1932 
New Delhi, the 31st January, 2011 


S.O. 570.— 


is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
easures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 


Now, therefore, in exercise of die powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of Medium Accruacy (Accuracy class-III) of series “SHP” and with 
brand name “SHIVALIK” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. Bajnmg Das Scale, Udyog 
Nagar, AmreliRoad, Savarkundla, Dist. Amrdi, Pin- 364515 (Guj.) andwhichis assigned the approval mark IND/09/10/393; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) with a 
maximum capacity of 1000kg. and minimum capacity of 2kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 100g. It has a tare device 
with a 100 pacentsubtractiveretainedtarecffect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. 
The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure-1 



Figure 2—Schematic Diagram of sealing provision of the Model 

Sealing is done on the display by passing sealing wire ftom the body of the display. The seal is connected by 
whole in base plate & top cover of display, than seal wire is passed through these two holes attached with seal, A typical 
schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/mother board 
to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of die said model shall also cover the weighing instrument of 
similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg. and up to 5000kg. with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ valueof 5g. ormore and with V valueof lxI0 k ’ 2x10 
k or 5xlO k , where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in 
accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been 
manufactured. 

[F.No.WM-21(243)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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^fa#, 31 2011 

^srt.ot. 571.— 

ftfd *rf%^fer (ifa^t ^ an^fir^sf) ^nw 3(fafwr, 1976 (1976 w&> 

(^rf5^^T313*te) fm, 1987 ^ ^ 3T^T $ 3(h FT ^RFRl £ fa WTMR 3Ffa ^ 3?qfa 3 *ft ^RT itfSH 

^T«(T*fa ^ TflShl sfk faf*M HRRsrfcf^T 3 34*1<M ifa Wf ^RtTT #%* 

^ m mtm, ^rt srfafam ^ft srro 36 ^t^r-«iro (7) 3 ?Rht-*jrt (8) sm sifawT^ tptW ^ ^ 
83, T^Z, PKHK 44yH 4>MI3g , <*K*qig l arfarfante^faeT, 3?^, 3^^(^-382415 

m ftfiffira wgfai c^qigfen ^rt -in) ^ ^ 3faq? ^rfor cfrgrr yww (^ ? pr 

zifq) ^ Trfs^i ^Tf, fafa ws^T^rro “ffarwr" $ (fatf Frf Ffa itfeeT w wi) sfafad arj^r fa* 

3(1$ T^ ^t/09/10/252 ■?R3^f7Rr fa*TT W $, 3(gqfcl FTFT ^ ^TRt 35T(ft t I 

■Jort xrfs^r fafTW far y+k *(R^fa 3rraifar ^^■qiRici nVii 343>^ (£«(<rf<iiM d^M) $ i Ffat ^t*t?it 

30 fa. m t^^Rirr sjirm ioo .m 11 wwm *nwT 3fara ($) sm 

o-Hq^crHirnt) *TTfaT 3(pfajcR TPTR "$ I TT^ITT l^Tsfa IFTte 3f^f dleti hR m iH 34^f$W 4>{tfl $ I <sh«6 ; 0 j i 230 

*te 3^t 50 urMwrff «mr faa w*r -qc wi i1 



3ii«j»(c! 2-3H't>< u l ^ hTs<ti ^1 <ftRtO 'SfT^lH 

^>t ^isl *T> felcrH ^f fahun <?><. ^ftffal <lt 3mil ^ | T(fecl ^rt *tK'} <it <sh«i"* 1 ^FI K^qt 

#5RTCTlW13qif^Twf I 

^Rrc°T ^ ^i^tt ^ ^jfan ^ i «<i^D <t>Ri^5fi*i iw ■q^ ^ 0<»»^ ^ R?k feq 

fara «ftfa?r^ni i 

3^R WirjO*! ww "3^1 3(faPtHH ^RT 36 ^-^IRl (12) SKI ^iI«kihT ^iT y^Vl «h<^ ^ m1'? vj ii ^T^fT 
^ fa "33RT hTscti ^ ^3h1s*i ^ inir®! ^ 3faf?f <5^1 fafalfa ski 3^1 fa5T<l, fe'»ii5’i ^ ^jtiK 3jR <j*fl 4il^ift ^ 
sr^rlfaT hTs^ ^t ftPmlui fa^n "w faqfar 3^ft *{(gcii ^ ^ it ^>, 3fa ^jfaiieR ^ ifai iwt *ft it’t 
1 fa. m ^ 2 m TR> ^ "f n 100 qt 10,000 ^ ^t fa^T41r4mH MIHHH 3RTOcl C^) 3 ^ 5 TFT. ^13(fa 

W! ^ M |”i(B^faR5000 ^ 10,000 <rar fa HIMHIH SfETCRT Ca) Tlfal 50 fa.TR ^t 3Tfaq^i( f 

3fR 4, ^ M T(n lxio* 2xio* ^n 5xio*, ^ t, ^it mw«h ^i 3fe u ii^4> Tjqfa^^ ? i 

[m U ^^ia-21 (159)/2010] 

^T. ^T. ItttiRr, rlwf, l*flR«6 HIM l^^lli 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA:FEBRUARY 26,2011/PHALGUNA 7,1932 


New Delhi, die 31st January, 2011 

S.O. 571.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in die said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights ami 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of die powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of Medium Accniacy (Accuracy class-III) of series “SNS-T* and with 
brand name “RELIABLE” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. ShreeNakoda Scale. No. 83, 
Nalanda Ind. Estate, Gimar Scooter Compound, Kathwada Road, Odhav Ring-Road Circle, Odhav, Ahmedabad- 382 415 
and which is assigned die approval mark IND/09/10/252; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell bas ed non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) with 
maximum capacity of 30kg and minimum capacity of lOOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 5g. It has a tare device with 
a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. The 
instrument operates on 230 Volts and 5 0 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure 1 



Figure 2—Schematic Diagram of sealing provision of the Model 

Sealing is done by passing sealing wire from the body of the scale through holes. A typical schematic diagram 
of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/mother board to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the power conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments of 
similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50kg with verification scale interval 
(n) in the range of 100 to 10,000 for ‘e’valueof lmg.to2g. and with verification scale interval (n) in the range of5000 
to 10,000 for‘e’valueof 5g. or more and with V value lxl0 k , 2xl0 k or5xl0 k , where k is a positive or negative whole 
number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, desijpi and with the 
same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 


[ F. No.WM-21(159)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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^>T, 37 T, 572 .—■‘Wv'isfta tK^hK ^Tf, faflcT yiRi«hiO ski yt^ti Rh 12 "TT hV^Ic^M? 'HHI^lli it $ f^? 

^rt Fwti if #Srt -*fei (^ ^ **£ ?nff7r ^i) snzzfc-m ^fpf 3iMwt, 1976( 1976 m 60) $n w ^rtc ^ifr? 
Oflgqf yr ^mKh ) fm, 1987 t sfc ITT ^IFT wm £ Rfi dMIdK 31^ ^t 3mfa 3 *tt 

*T*n*far «RR T^TT 3?h[ Wft hRR^PihY if t^t w X^TT; 

3 m: sm mw< , stfiiRm *tkt 36 ^t ( 7 ) 3 ffc^q-*M ( 8 ) srcr ^ viRkwT^r Tmto ^ 

pr sft ^mfcl 4 83, V&Z, RtHTC TSjZ* WJ, ^33151 Tfe, 3^ fift ^5 Tffef, 3to, 

3T^mRR-382415 STO fafaffa WI*rai*f7n (*TOI*fclT -III) ^Tct "iW'RU'fl" *JSc 1I^ 3mm?7^3 TlflTT STF^rfcm 

aq^ T^i ( ^4 m»i 4 aigq) $ *fer fsm$ wsmwi M Rdm«w”$ w*ftt$) 3fc 

sppfrm fa* 31^ T^ ^t/09/10/253 TW^fad fam ^ <M^kH 3RFT ^ ^Rfft $ I 

3rraifm 3Rzrmfcm^B^^('*^wf ^r) $i irraft 3tf«mT7PT snmt 
iooo far. m 13fc ^m*r w 2 fa?.m 1 1 ^rm hrmh 3mcra (f)ioo m ti irrif swfcsfm ^gPm t fanemn tt<t 
9 f<rc m «i«hgHW4> *nfm an fo f jft T H irare $ 1 wn aoFEfer ^mte (t^t 3 ^t) wf <item qR u fw wr $1 $h*k u i 
230 3?ft 50 ywi*mf vrct fafip w ^rmr i 1 



^i<l»lci -2 hTsci "3>t ^Ifei'i «mY ^il ^jplWK siquiH 

lst*K^ «imt ^f ^ ^fllciM ^ih^, RmilcT *t>< ^ Tftf^TT ^f?t ^ ^ I fst*<rl ®pt 3(R 

din <t)«H ^ Wlei T PTT 7m ^TFR<0iT ^ 41<i it mfel *lMi ^ I Mfed 35t TficH^ ^ 

7WV ^>T Tm 7 sihhih <jhO«w f^n 7 F1T ^ I 

^f ^ Riq, 41(^1 ^ I ^t^TH TR? h^,"^ 0*h^ ^ Rm, cRT^/^mr *iW Isq Rq^ 

3(R TimJR ^ 3?f^Pmir^t «irt 36 ^t^r-«iRT (12) srttrtt !fiRw4 ^t wfa\ ^ 

% % "3R7T Rfem ^ 3^*7^ ^ ITT MM? ^ 3T<nfff ^ RPHHfdl ^RT ^ from, fe^l ^ 3?fc TRt WTlft ^ fsm§ 

337T ST^qtf^T ifer t^n -W i, -3# J ^W ^ ^ it ^FhTePT ^ dlcH ^#t^t 

5m'm^R^3iRm>^ “^"m^^l^msoo^ io/)00 7m?^tt3r^R7«im win (im) 50 ft?.m ^ 5000 Rf?.m 
7m?^t aif^mR ^rnim^f3jR“^ M T7H ixio*,2xio* msxio ^ f, # «mmm> m ^ 

$ 1 

[■*R U 'S^^q-21( 159)/20103 

4t. ^tftm, r-1^, I^Rm? mq fq^H 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA:FEBRUARY 26,2011/PHALGUNA 7,1932 [Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


New Delhi, the 31st January, 2011 

S.O. 572.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority, 
is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Platform type) with digital indicationof Medium Accuracy (Accuracy class-III) of series “SNS-P” and with 
brand name “RELIABLE” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. ShreeNakoda Scales, No. 83 
Nalanda Ind. Estate, Gimar Scooter Compound, Kathwada Road, Odhav Ring Road Circle, Odhav,Ahmedabad- 382415 and 
which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/10/253; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform Type) with 
a maximum capacity of 1000kg. and minimum capacity of 2kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 10Qg.lt has a tare device 
with a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates die weighing result. 
The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure-1 



Figure-2 Schematic Diagram of sealing provision of the Model 

Sealing is done on the right side/back side of the display by passing sealing wire from the body of die display. The 
seal is connected by whole in base plate & top cover of display, than seal wire is passed through these two holes attached 
with seal. A typical schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/mother board 
to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments of 
similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg. and up to 5000 kg. with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for V value of 5 g or more and with V value lxl0 k , 2x10 k 
or 5x10 k , where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by die same manufacturer in 
accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, die said approved model has been 
manufactured. 

[ F. No.WM-21(159)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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Rl? Pwi), 31 '^i’i c iO, 2011 

W.31T. 573.—^ftfaR TRRiR RiT, fafal RtfapRt 5R1 ITRJeT fate R* fRRR Rfa ^ RTORRF UTO RRT t fa 

■3^T fate 3 Rftfa RTSeT (rH R$ STFffft ^f) RJZ sfk RTR RHR? 3ffalWT, 1976( 1976 Rrt 60) RRT RTZ sfa RFT 
(RTSZTf RR STfqfaT) f=m, 1987 ^ ZRRRf ^ 3FpR t sfa^RTR Rft imRRT t % BRTRR TT^Vn Rft 3TRfa 3 *ft ZRR tfef 
TOT T#TT afa faRFf mRR*|M 3* faT tkft WT #01; 

3RT: 3TR #fa7T 777R7R, arfafaTRRft RTCI 36 RftZR-RTO (7) sfkZR-RTCT (8) £RJ RRR TlfalRf RR RR# R# 
^R s^ftfaifa TOf, RfaT, wk, R=oteft-faw, zt<r fair srt Md rsrr R*n*fa 

(RRlfa -III) RTH * 1 Rlfar^’ * ^pglcTT # 3TTO ^RR Rfal 31{RRlfcU l ^eTR TORR I ( $&ffil4» ^fTO) # RTCrl Rfl, fafa 
faRORfa'Rfafa'# (f^^’^R^^^TRfe^TORRTt) 3?fc f^ 3T^R faf? W^RR^t/09/10/313 *W;$fa cT 
faRT i \m t, 3^h)vi mhi u i RR wft <*><01 ^ I 

"3oRT nTscrl Ref> ffael fa y«6R R>I RR faT WRlRd RRRRjfacl ol<rlH 7WI ( $<jta£lffa faiTST) t - I 5<1R>1 37ffaeTR 

^nrm 50 zr fa -*gm ^rm 100 k m 1 1 rrtot rtrrtr farzi (3)5 fa m fi rot antfaifaT Rfar f faro tri 

lfa?RT TORFR1RTRT RTfa fafajcTR 3TRTR t I WT7I ZefaRT WR# (R<R 3 ^)) Rfa cffaT ifafR ZM4P?M RRPT 1? I 4M«b< u l 
230 faR fa 50 RrRTRcft RR1 ffaR RR1R Rt Rfa R^W f I 



(Indie., to. cf ttM \N«ghbrid9* - Lower back Sioo) 


30^Rt -2 nlsm fa tflRn 4 ! Rfa RR m)*1'H«K* WRRIR 

fao R7t wit it RtffaT RFR ffaRT RR #RR1 Weft t I RI3B Rft RRZ ^ WT R^ TBRt 

ri^=in «5 ^Niim ^tcr fan -n^t t i 

RT?d ^faTOT eBv Rf^ wt Tfaft ^ faR R/^t RST^/RRt f^ «ft fan TFTT t I 

3^ RTRTR 3RR 37f?#m Rft RRT 36 Rft ZR-RKT (12) SRT RRrT Tlfafa RR WiFi RRft ^R RfRfan RReft 
t fa ZReT RfaT 3T3R1RR ^ W WTO ^ 3Pffa ^ft fafafal ^RT 'ZRt Rf^ld, ^ 37R^TR alk Zlft TWft 'ft fWTO 
ZReT 3TRqrfar RT5RT fRfafa faqi Rzn ZRt ^ ^ ifa, TO«fa ^fk TOfWB ^ efteR ZTOW -qt fat W 

5 m RT 3lRB7 ^ TTR <£ ffar 50O ^ 10,000 cRF Rft fa "ft ReRNH MN0H 3RRIB (RR) ^fal 5 200 ZR rTR 

Rft 37RTOR 3lk RPT 1x10*, 2x10* RT 5x10 *, ^ t, RRTTO7 RT RRfa TJW ^ RR^rR t l 


540G1/11—5 


[RZ. ^^RR-21( 180)/2010] 
Rt, RR. RtfaR, RfalRT, faRRT RTR falB 
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New Delhi, the 31 st January, 2011 

S.O. 573.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority, 
is satisfied that die model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Electronic Weighbridge) with digital indication of Medium Acfefuacy (Accuracy Class-III) of series VEW” 
and with brand name “ FASTRACK” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s Victorious Engineering 
Works, Industrial Area Patanwa, Ramnagar, Chandauli-Distt. U.P. and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/10/313; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Electronic Weighbridge) 
with a maximum capacity of 5 0 tonne and minimum capacity of 100kg. the verification scale interval (e) is 5kg. It has a tare 
device with a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing 
result. The instrument operates oh 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure-1 



(Indicator of tte WoitfArMg* - Lw*«f bw* ^ 


Figure-2 Schematic Diagram of sealing provision of the MofiSl 

Sealing is done by passing the sealing wire from the body of the indicator through holes. A typical schematic 
diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/mother board to disable access tfr external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of section 36 of the said, Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instrument of 
similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 5 tonne and up to 200 tonne with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ vahieof Sg.orabove and with ‘e’ value Ixl0 k ,2xl0 k or 
5x10 k , where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in 
accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been 
manufactured. 

[F.No.WM-21/(180)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 





[*FTII-R*3 3(ii)] 


TO W r 26,2011/WpT 7, 1932 


1751 


'msffttq hH<*> ^KJTt 

^ fcevil, 21 'JiiqO, 2011 

W.3ff. 574,—TO^T *TTTO 1987 ^fTO7 (l) (R) ^ TO^'RTO'S^ 

T^gm 3rf«r^a ^tTctt 1for fog gg gm? (^d) Tforf^R for^tT gwfofo M f :— 


3*3^ 


sbM TTTsnT 

TT#fora gitofo tttto (^f) 

# tot #r forfor 

TmfoR ctrgFfo # frrf^T 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

a^RT 12177:1987 #TT#?Er TOT 1 

1, 2010 

31-12-2010 

2 

STT^ gTT 12958:1990#TT#*ET TOT 1 

1, 2010 

31-12-2010 


FT TOfa Wl^Hf Tffo*TT TOfo Wtt ^1, TOTT TO, 9, W TOT hEf, ^ foe#-110002, 
TOfarif: ^ foe#, #TOM, ^>14, g*^, cT«TI TTT75T grafcfof: 3TSTOTK, ##fo, %TcT, *pfo?q7, #g*2PJT, 

ggwt, I<umk, to^t, TOgr, TFigr, tot, ct«tt 3 for# f i 


[*M 03/3-16,3,-28] 

3TTT. #. ^FT, ^nfro ‘^’ g<T ugR (forget to##) 

BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS 
New Delhi, the 21st January, 2011 

S.0.574.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (i) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed have been issued:— 


SCHEDUt£ 


SI. No. 

No. & Year of the Indian Standards 

No. & year of the Amendment 

Date from which the Amendment 
shall ha\<e effect 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

IS 12177:1987 Methods ofTests 
for Oxidative Ageing of Electrical 
Insulating Petroleum Oils by Open 
Beaker Method 

T, December 2010 

31-12-2010 

2 . 

IS 12958:1990 Oxidation Stability 
of Inhibited Mineral Insulating Oil 
by Rotating Bomb Method of Test 

1, December 2010 

31-12-2010 


Copy of this Amendment is available with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur Shah Zafar 
Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumabi and also Branch offices: 
Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune 
and Thiravananthapuram. 

[Ref: ET 03/T-16, T-28] 
R. K. TREHAN, Scientist ‘E’ & Head (Electro Technical) 
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9 2011 

W.3TT. 575.—1987 ^ fWT 7 4'39fWT ( 1) 4 Tsfe (^) ^ qRcfa RTW^Cl 

^<^ki arfoTjfnq ^<n i % fsH qrccftq 4 fw»i 4# arpjrft d' f^r ^ f wfaq -mr t :— 


3^ 


WIT 

wrfan qrcdtq (qrf) 

tott, qq 

^ qiwlq HH+ IRI 

TOto qpFT qTwf, qft 

4, qft 4 s i tt 4t ^ 

^snfira fqf«? 

(0 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

Mm 15890: 2010 4c 

— 

28 TOTt, 2010 






mm - mfrfjfcfri 




qrccfa qH^WqftpiT wNt rff? f4, wm w, 9, w wt qpf, ^ 1^4 -110 002 , aHto qrrafcptf: 

^ ^eichicii, -^“sl'Ko, ^T^TT sfiiofi qiiqbnqf: ^IFtKT^K, qnriW, qbficif, *jq4*<FC, 'jqieiel, 

WJR, TO^C, ^FigC, TOT, Tjpt W 4* fm\ t§ ^TFSKT # | 

ftfa : 9-2-2011 


: 4^1/t.MHq] 

TT. it. M, ^rfH4> 4 ^ ( ^ S^tsT (fafacT ifrOPwl ) 
New Delhi, the 9th February, 2011 

S.O. 575.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards 
Rules, 1987, the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed have been established on the date indicated against each :— 


SCHEDULE 


Sl.No. 

No. & Year of the Indian Standards 
Established 

No. & year of Indian Standards 
if any, Superseded by the New 
Indian Standard 

Date of Established 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

IS 15890:2010Design, Installation and 
Testing of Solar Timber Seasoning Kiln 
Guidelines 

— 

28 February, 2010 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110 002 and Regional Offices: New Dehi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref: CED/Gazette] 
A. K. SAINI, Sc ‘F’ & Head (Civil Engg.) 
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^ 10 2011 

^3^576.—HM«b ^ fwr, 1987^fWT7^^m (1) 

WW ^ 1% Tt^ *^1 ^ Hll^ (^fjf) 1^* p+,i|| 7jq|/f^j^ ip^ ^ ._ 

ai^Eft 


■3R TT^TT 

RTdlq w WTT afk ^ 

TOiteR ^twn ath: t?rfr? 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

3^^4984: 1995 

6 2011 

7-2-2011 

1 

15778:2007 

1 2011 

7-2-2011 


^ w-Hf 'rfm <mfa ufpf ufpft *ppt, 9, w ^ wf, ^ no 002, ^ 

f^ft, ^Wiw, ^ w ttmt ^i#l: «i$wi*c ^t4t, -rjsn^, fom, 

’Win*. T ^TT, <T«7T f^t £<J f I 

[^r^St/WR] 

^ ^ M, ^ tR ^ (f^r ^ f^O ) 


New Delhi, the 1 Oth February, 2011 

S.O. 576. In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rules 7 ofthe Bureau oflndian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau oflndian Standards hereby notifies that amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in 
the Schedule hereto annexed have beat issued :— 


SCHEDULE 


Sl.No. 

No. & Year of the Indian Standards 

No. & year of the amendment 

Date from which the 
amendment shall have effect 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

IS4984:1995 

6 January, 2011 

7 February, 2011 

2. 

IS 15778:2007 

1 January, 2011 

7 February, 2011 


Copy of these amendments are available for sale with the Bureau oflndian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110 002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also 
Branch Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyerabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Triruvananthapuram. 


[Ref.CED/Gazette] 
A. K. SAINI, Sc‘F’ & Head (Civil Engg.) 
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11 2011 

W.3IT. 577.—fpn, 1987 * 7 (1) t# 1SS (7S) * sgWI * ’87*1 W »jjt 

rfTttn t ft> fhR 'Miwl't ^ I'W'i 013 ^ tf ^.wipid ft 1 1 R $ :- 




5FFT R. TZflfat RTCflfa tH<341 

^ nn«f» SRI difawfad 

wfa TO) <%m\ hii4, 

^ trsh 

ISflfelfcffa 

(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. i^T 1879 : 2010 - «4M«l«rf TORf 

3TT^Ttr 1879 : 1987 

1 *1^2011 

MI5N Phle*! - Wife 



(rfrHTT 3=RWT) 




■^r rfr> ■sfiiRT rirtNi rfw RFWT xm, 9, ^ft- 110002 , ^ ^ 

^cFiai, ^TT3 ( ^ to OTT cbrafef^ff : aiwwrc, vwk, ^ RR » 

^TFI^, T TZrfT, ^ <T«1T t^TRn^T "4 fasft ^ ^*1 # I 


[ifcA : T^ gt6/et-l] 
ift. (hhM) 


New Delhi, the 11th February, 2011 

SO 577 in pursuance ofdause(b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules,1987, the 

Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule hereto 
annexed have been established on the date indicated against each :: 


SCHEDULE 


Sl.No. 

No. & Year of the Indian Standards 
Established 

No. & Year of Indian Standards, 
if any, Superseded by the 

New Indian Standard 

Date of Established 

( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

• (3) 


1. 

IS 1879:2010 malleable cast iron 

IS 1879:1987 

1 March, 2011 


pipe fittings - Specification 
(third revision) 



Copyofthis Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian S&pdards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur Shall 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, KolkataaChandigpih, CJtefinai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahafi, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 

Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. [Ref: MTD 67T-1] 



P. GHOSH, Scientist ‘F’ & Head (MTD) 


fccnl, 14 HK^O, 2011 

1W.31T. 578.—WI8 HH* spl ftrm, 1987 * 7 * 89f*W (l)i*(8)i 3^ fiKflln *tH+ 

tjji^snT arfvT^jf^ri 11^r=T -RRcft^r tnwf ^ ftr^rT 31^5* -^f ftTT. fr wifw ^ ^ :- 



[TOI—_ W^TTTOT : 26,2011/TOgjT7, 1932 1755 



3RT 

R. 

TOlfTO mm TOR(^f) ^ TOT 

^ MlH* m ^PdsbPHd 

TO^T TOR 3pm TORf, 

T?t, R>t ■hVs^i ^ 

tsttPft f?rf«T 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

3TT^ TOT 6047 : 2009 ucfil TORT^ 
k fTO SlfaTOpT - faftlfVi 

(TOTT g#TOT) 


1 TO* 2011 


W Wfa TOR TrfcTCT Wfa TOR ^JTf, TOR TO, 9, W WR TOf, ^ %vfM 10002, «Nfa «fcWfd*lT : Rf 
f^rft, 'bld'Mdl, Wfirc, ^Nf, cf«Tl W : s^TOTK, wfk, *ter, 'gR^, 3*WT^, J«WI<, 

^FPJT, TOgt, TOT, ^ cT«TT teTOTTjrq ^ f^t t§ 3TO*T t I 


[#r4 : Rfr^psi 25/3TT^R 6047 : 2009] 

i. ^-<U, ^lR«t> ^TFT ^ (TTOR) 

New Delhi, the 14th February, 2011 

S.O. 578.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule hereto 
annexed have been established on the date indicated against each :: 


SCHEDULE 


Sl.No. 

No. & Year of the Indian Standard 

Established 

No. & Year of Indian Standards 
if any, Superseded by the 

New Indian Standard 

Date of Established 

(0 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

IS 6047:2009 Scouring Products 
for Utensil Cleaning - Specification 
(First Revision) 


1 March, 2011 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref: CHD 25/IS 6047:2009] 
E. DEVENDAR, Scientist F & Head (Chemical) 

15 TORt, 2011 


W.3TT. 579.—“hkoIm hi-ir Pi-hh, 1987 k Pi ^4 7 k <jhPi , hH (1) k (7§) k ^g*-K u i RTRffa HMR 
l^d^KI ^RrTT t fRfTO TOfa TOR? k faTO rH R' TO 3 'WlfRcT k TO t 



RR 

TOR(RTf) R& RRs9T 

^ RRcfa RFW> igRT <HPd*P4d 

TsnfocT ferffc? 

U 

M srk #£r 

RKdl^ HH c h 3TTOT HH c h), "HR 




'hV Fl, ^ TO?TT 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

3TT^RR 12832 : 2010 FTTO TOT- 

12832 : 1989 

30 r^dMi 2010 


kmft ik - tot ^sfir to skm. 




(TOTT g^TOT) 
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FF fpf? Frt FfFFi fr^tf ftto ftto fff, 9 , fft^ w Frt, teft-ivww, kkr 

cblw+MI, FF^tFF, k=T i, cT«n 7TRFI FnFMi : •SFF'TTFIF, kick, FtWT, sjFkFT, F^WT^, 3^18 lil, tw, 

WVR, FTTF^, FFTJC F2FT, ^ FFT iFFFTFFJRT 3 frot TOW t I 

[TM :^3t/aft-16] 

A Ft. fFF, ^iPHch RFi RFTf^r (Ft 1 Ft) 

New Delhi, the 15th February, 2011 

S.O. 579.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (I) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule hereto 
annexed have been established on the date indicated against each :: 

SCHEDULE 


Sl.No. 

No. Year & title of the Indian Standards 

Established 

No. & Year of Indian Standards, 
if any. Superseded by the 

New Indian Standard 

Date of Established 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 . 

IS 12832:2010Automotive vehicles - 
interior noise Method of measurement 
and requirements (first revision) 

12832:1989 

30 Sept. 2010 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices : New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref:TED/G-16] 

T. V. SINGH, Scientist F & Head (TVansport Engg.) 


FitF FTT M4MF 
3TT^T 

F^fFevft, 18 FRkt,2011 

FF.3F. 580,—Fikdl FRF? (3Pik akfFFiRT) 1957 (1957 FR 20) (fatf FTFT^ TO 

3TfFfWTF?FTFFlt) F?t FRT 9 F?t TOFRT (l) k 3t#T fir! FRF 4R4»R F» tiVlMF F>t srftRJFFT WMI4> “FT. 3TT. 2414 
cTTksT 28 SERF, 2009 ^ W ^ TfTO, FFT-II, ^T^-3, TOTSP^ (ii) FTkF 5 UhlHt, 2009 If TOlfcRT Ft# FC TO 
sk^FFT ^ FTj^jFt 3 FfafcT ‘‘jpT ak 3 FT3R FT k TTFt FtfFFTR (fkt WW^TOT *Jpf F>$T FFT t) TO 

sffafFFEFTt frt 10 F?t tofrt ( i ) k 3 t#t, tr! ftHi* w! 3 fp ?tFR, fticC^ ft it rtftr 3 falkr st m, k 

ak TRF?R F?T F8 FFTFR Ft FFT £ fa hFH<fl FTteTF?te^R feTfats, FTT^Ft. ^TTF? XIII, (dl<rll«ft<l-II), 

dldl«n<l $F, farTT-UMdJC FFtFfl (f^Rt WFI^TRFTRt FRpft F?FT FFT i?) kt fFFFFf ak TTclf F?T FTl qi-iO'H TRFTR 

FRFT FfF?T W$, FT^FTcPT F?k k feP tFR 1? ; 

3TF:, FTF, tKFi'R, TOT 3 ?MwT Fit FRT 11 Fit TOTRT (1) SRT TOF FffFFFf F5T 3Rth FF M 

t tFT TO «JpT stP F^l 3lFiR fhfFF TO < *JpC«t' FT TT1 ’'R TTFt 3#TFTR, FK^ST 5 2009 ^ ^tF W*f>K ^ TOR 

fFfFF F^ FF^ F»t FFTR, fHHRrlHsId fFFFFf 3k 7TF? ^ 3T#T TF^ TOT FTOlft FF^t tFfFF Ft FTTTpt, 3TFt^ :- 

1. FTOft FPFt, TOT 3Tf^rfFFF Ft FFFFf ^ 3TFtF FFT 3TFFlftF TlfFFR, ^TM, ^FRFF kh Ft FFt F7t FIFF fFTTT 

M TPft FFTFf Fit (U’sOm -hwk F5t yRi'jpf Fittit ; 

2. TRFTRt FRFFt ^RT TFf (1) ^ 3T#T, ^ftF RTOR Ft R^F TOFf FF 3TFFRF FR% ^ FFt^R ^ ftp TO 
STfafFFF Fit FRT 14 Fi 3piftF RFT FlffiFRF F5T F3F fFiFT FJPRTT FFT kt t^RTt FTffiFRFT ^k ^ 3klFRF Fit RFIFFT Fik k 


.1 ai .i l < >« .»** >■ n.. • »■ <..U. . 4■ *4 




w4»t4lN 



imil—W*S 3(ii)] 


STKcTOTTsm : Wlff 26,2011/^^7, 1932 1757 

tcT^ °hRki4T 444( 3H 4 K1 TT^t ^FT, Cft<=bl<l **>44) SKI q?-1 '51l4 J l sftr y«bK Ptfed 4°K1 ^JpT ^ ^TT "3TT TR 

3?fy<HR fcm, ^ <J*t4> -hV*? 3|hIc 1 3Tlf^ TTRt frrf^RT ehi4qifb<lT «U«1<1 TTftt M'bK *K=t>lO c bH'l1 

I*KT ^TFT fev4 ^11^4 ; 

3. Frrort 4>-4to UTOR <rp£ ^«nfcqf ^ 3 ft ■% t ( srffr'jftf ^ift, «rt tot 

f%cTTO RT W> 3Tf*TOTf < b'sO'H W«fcK ^TT <4««b ?R1 ^ 3*i«h [4t>4* Ph'^t 'bl4qif?41 ^ 4Wq 

4* STWTTO Ft; 

4. TTTORT ^vRTl ^T, 'b'SN TTTOT *> ^ aff^wT T^PTT, 3«RT *JRT TPHTT 3TTTOR1 3ft TORT 3PT 3ft 

3TcrfTcT 3Rft 3ft 7Tf33 3lft FfRt ; aftr 

5. TTTORt eb^il, T^ft Pl4*ll 3-ftr ?Rtf 33, 4>*s1 4 l TTTOR {jRT, *13 3741 3TT37337 Ft, ‘3^T *jfft 3i faPfl^ $M 3i 

fcriR 133 3T arf^Rtfw f3RT W^, Ml<rH «h}*3 I 

[33. R. -43015/2/2007-4t3TR^ \$ 4 «^-I ] 
■RTT, 4t RlfoTT, Wiflch 

MINISTRY OF COAL 
ORDER 

New Delhi, the 18th February, 2011 

S.O. 580.—Whereas on the publication of the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Coal, 
number S.O. 2414 dated the 28th August, 2009 published in the Gazette of India, Part - II Section 3, Sub-section (ii), dated 
the 5th September, 2009 issued undo - Sub- section (1) of Section 9 of the Coal Bearing Areas (Acquisition and Development) 
Act, 1957 (20 of 1957) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), the land and all rights in or over the land described in the 
Schedule appended to the said notification (hereinafter referred to as the said land) vested absolutely in the Central 
Government free from all encumbrances under sub-section (1) of Section 10 of the said Act; 

And, whereas, the Central Government is satisfied that the Mahanadi Coalfields Limited, IB Block XIII 
(Talabira-II),TalabiraArea, District- Sambalpur., Orissa (hereinafter referred to as the Government Company) is willing to 
comply with such terms and conditions as the Central Government thinks fit to impose in this behalf; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 11 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby direct, that the said land and all rights in or over the said land so vested shall, with effect from the 5th 
September, 2009, instead of continuing to so vest in the Central Government, shall vest in the Government Company, 
subject to the following terms and conditions, namely 

1. The Government Company shall reimburse to the Central Government all payments made in respect of 
compensation, interest, damages and the like, as determined under the provisions of the said Act; 

2. A Tribunal shall be constituted under Section 14 of the said Act, for the purpose of determining the amounts 
payable to the Central Government by the Government Company under conditions (1), and all expenditure incurred in 
connection with any such tribunal and persons appointed to assist the tribunal shall be borne by the Government 
Company and similarly, all expenditure incurred in respect of all legal proceedings like appeals, etc., for or in connection 
with the rights, in or over the said land, so vested, shall also be borne by the Government Company; 

3. The Government Company shall indemnify the Central Government or its officials against any other expenditure 
that may be necessary in connection with any proceedings by or against the Central Government or its officials, regarding 
the rigjbts in or over the said land so vested. 

4. The Government Company shall have no power to transfer the said lands to any other persons without the 
prior approval of the Central Government; and 

5. The Government Company shall abide by such directions and conditions as may be given or imposed by the 
Central Government for particular areas of the said land, as and when necessary. 

[F. No. 43015/2/2007-PRTW-1] 
S. C. BHATIA, Director 


540 Gl/11—6 
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- ■■=■— jaTw ■•■••■tiirtfr : 

18 RRRTt, 2011 

w.3ir. 581 .—rrfr, RtacrRFF (arfa aifaf?m, 1957 (1957 r* 20 ) (ftnt wb 

■mmjFK r atf^fwi rrt 7Rft M> wRRFRR*Rfa?n rrrtrR rtaiftRjRRi 

wM* 1238 RRfta 5 R$, 2010 Rt RRR **R-3, 99-73^ (ii) RRtRI 15 R$ 2010, 3 «+lf>l<1 Rft 

r£ «ft, sir rr arfR^mr 3 r?ft 3T^13 faPf f W rWpt# ^ a#r rr} ^ 3rri arm*? Rjt ^rrt Rt r$ *it; 

afa WT yifa+lfl ^ 3RR arfltfwr R>t j*L8 ^ 3 4r*lR «'CTR amt ^ Rt $; 

afk ^£r&R RRRR RiT Tartar RTRIR^ afa; R*R ^ RRfTC 3 W^f R>tf ^ RSRR^RS RRTRH 

r^ft aig^3Rf*fctj07.0O ta^R ( mm) m511.50 ^ (cfwi) rtrrt# rt ^ rr* 

^rf%R7R 3|f^<T ^5fl% ; 

am:, a^, <$Rfa rt# $r (ar^fa afaf^RO arf^m, 1957 R*t ( 1 ) srt *rr 

¥ i EmrT rr r? rM i ^<a1 apj^it'Rftfa 207.00 £r&r (cm) rt 511.50 (wtrr) 

f ffiqid) R *jfR R7 R*ft arfq^R atf% I 

JX arf^R^ff ^ 3Rffr 3TFl RT^ ^ tmRr TO R4#Ra/^HmMW/2010/64 cTffte 9 faRR*, 2010 RST 
(Hkl^ u i eRl^R, 'RFlfl# R^r R^W Ri RHRfclR ^ RT ^hdl PW*** 1, <t>T3$Win3R tAd^WI (fTl 700 001) Ri 
^ RT Rl^f 4>)d9>V^H TRTCR 3T|Rm, PHO^d l, R*R R^T-486889 ^ *W\?W $ fRT^T ^fT RR^TT t l 

a^it 

SflllRi ftRWT-fl ( Rite! MlfPta «MI* ) 

wBfPPP^ff InlMd-s, ltW<THI ? 

^■hX<H/H^ I ^^< I ^/ 20 10/64 tTRt^ 9 fW*R, 2010) 


wft arft^ir : 


sFR 

R^RT/yiH R71 

RHfRjT 

RTR 

wrI« 

iW 

^49»d 


f5?RRt 

R 

RTR 

R1R 

<rl"<9HlVj 




^f) 


1. 


. RkRI 

131 



87.001 

214.98 

RFf 

Z 

RR^ (fq^?) 

rRrt 

140 

UpM 

HinM 

81.999 

2QZ62 

W\ 

3. 


RlTRT 

135 

t^piM 


35.006 

86.50 

RFT 

4 


rRrt 

137 


RpiM 

Z994 

7.40 

RPT 






^ #» 

207.00 

511.50 








(RWT) 

(FRTRR) 



1. R1R ^toRR :-402(RFT), 403, 404, 405(RT I T), 410(RI«T), 41l(RFT), 412(RFT), 

SnC^lPT), 514(RPT), 522(Rm), 523(RFT), afR414/603(RFT) 


2. H I M Mviftg ( fir^-) -fir 3jF&i m i <t iliwkh ?-172(RET), 186(m), 188(«mT), 189(R1 T T), 190(RFT), 193(^FT), 
194(RFT), 195, 196, 197, 198, m/KRFT), 198/2,198/3, 198/4, 199 3^200 

3. RTR r ZKtt\ # arf^R FTT7 RiWI**) :-53(RFT), 54(RPT), 55(RFT), 56(RPT), 58(RFT) 3^ 53/59(RFT), 

4. RTR ^f arf^R W TRSEiraT :-403(Rin) 3^ 404(RRT) 

^RT RnfR :- 

R»-3^ ^ an7R t afk RTR ^ RTR WIRT 410, 411 3^ RFtT iRRTR 

(RR^TT^-V) Rft^ arf% RlRI TR ^ FNR 3pR3t t tTRI^elR WIT 411 afR 406 Rft Rf^Rf^TR R^I 




T 
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Tsf- 7 ! * ^ 3-nf*! ikl $ 4 Tim 4 T cTR tio^hn 411 4t 406 4 tiH-qftrld Tlklf, ^TT£ Wteq'feb 404 

4 405 4 'kkii 4 «etra? f^wK 4 ^ 4 *rt 44 ^ 4 4r ^pRcff t (i«?r kr=5 “ t t” m: 

fronfti 1 


y-y ksr 44 n" 4 my 44 t 4 Tim 4M 4 w wmfa 4G5,513,523 4 522 4 im ^n4 £ 4 
SVffSTT ^TTW> fkTTTTT 4"^ 4$RT 44 ^7 4 i&R 7plT4 f 7m fsp^ * V tr 14cT4 $ I 

ksn f4* 4 V 4 my 44 t 4 tot 444 4 w 4w«6 522, 513 4c 514 4 #F7 liiak 
<^frf3n ^frar-i 4 ^ arf^TTT 4kn ur 4 4 ^r ^<41 <r*n tot »)4dl 4 tot (frokrr) 4 ftH-MfeKi 4kfT 
^ fir^TTfV # t 

s-y k^r 1^5 44 ^” 4 my 44 i 4c Tim 44ft 4 Tim w (f4k?) ^^eft-^gssfn, to4M?z*>t 4 
<6<°iKVr$Hj7<o 4 uPmfdti 4m -97 4 4^ft y 414 ^tfrgaTT ^rmr-i 4T£f arf^r Cg 4^g4fri qNfaa 
tot 4kn 4 st^rt wrt 4*tt f4£ 44 ^” 4 t) 4ii^44R7pi#^7WTf^5 4, ^ M 

■97 fadfll 11 

^-75 ksfi * 4 y f ’ 4 aTIT^i 44 ^ 47 TOT f^PSTO 4 ^rlie 4t£4l4> 404 403 4 4TO «IK0 1? 7WT Tim ^F<T°FiT 4 

w Tfe qm v 58 4 1m Tprr4 t <t*tt “tf” m $i?t4 t 1 . 

75-^T 4ar f^ “¥”4 4n4ft $ 4Tim 4 w&fa 58, 55, 56,54 ,53, 53/59 4 4ft 4Tim 4kr 
(knkF) 4 Wsqfeh 186, 198/1 4 4 f 7TpR417T«n TOTS4§qi4 198/1 4 188 4 7#qfkfl 7Tku^f^5 
44 ^” ^7kwcft t I 


*r-ir kaif^“^ M k 3TTT4 4ffCi 4Tim kakF (k4?-) 4 w: «wf«b 188,189,190 193 4 172 k^7 k 
^7 7FTT?ft$ ci«nf^ 44 ?i M m:fkdcftt 1 

y-y; kai f*F% “^’ , k my ?kft 14 Tim (k4?) 4 ^iz wstiz 172 4 194 k ^k>7 twt Tim 4 
^TTZ 7lW+ 402, 412, 414/603, ^1: 412 4 410 k 4*7 t TM 3H7k«I^ kpj “^’ , ^17 tkdtft t 1 

[TO 7T. 43015/15/2009-43^7455^-1] 


ttti. 4. «nfen, t4?RF 


New Delhi, the 18th February, 2011 

S.O. 581. —Whereas by the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Coal number S.0.1238 
dated the 5th May, 2010, issued under sub-section (1) of.Section 7 of theCoal BearingAreas (Acquisition and Development) 
Act, 1957 (2Qof 1957), (hereinafter referred to as the said Act) and published in the Gazette of India, Part - II, Section- 3, 
Sub-section (ii), dated the 15 th May, 2010, the Central Government gave notice of its intention to acquire 207.00 hectares 
(approximately) or 511.50 acres (approximately) lands and all rights in or over such land specified in the Schedule appended 
to that notification; 

And, whereas, the competent authority in pursuance of Section 8 of the said Act has made his report to the 
Central Government; 

And, whereas, die Central Government after considering the report aforesaid and after consulting the State 
Government of Madhya Pradesh, is satisfied that the lands measuring 207.00 hectares (approximately) or 511.50 acres 
(approximately) and all rights in or over such lands as described in the Schedule appended hereto should be acquired; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 9 of the Coal Bearing Areas 
(Acquisition and Development) Act, 1957, the Gentral Government hereby declares that the land measuring 207.00 hectares 
(approximately) or 511.50 acres (approximately) and all rights in or over such lands as described in the Schedule are hereby 
acquired. 

The plan bearing number NCL/HQ/REVENUE/2010/64 dated the 9th December 2010 of the area covered by this 
notification may be inspected in the office of the Collector Singrauli, Madhya Pradesh or at the office of the Coal 
Controller, I, Council House Street, Kolkata (Pin-700 001) or at the office of the Northern Coalfields Limited, Revenue 
Section, Singrauli, Madhya Pradesh-486889. 
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SCHEDULE 

Dudhichua Block Extension -II (Coal Mining Block) 
Northern Coalfields Limited, Singrauli, 

District- Singrauli (Madhya Ptadesh) 

(Plan bearing number: NCL/HQ/REV/2010/64 dated the 9th December 2010) 

All Rights: 


SI. 

No 

Name of 
Mouzal. 

Village 

Name of 

Police 

Thana 

Village 

Number 

Name of 
Tehsil 

Name of 
District 

Area 

(in hectares) 

Area 
(in acres) 

Remarks 

1 . 

Medhauli 

Morwa 

131 

Singrauli 

Singrauli 

87.001 

214.98 

Part 

2 . 

Panjreh (Pijreh) 

Morwa 

140 

Singrauli 

Singrauli 

81.999 

202.62 

Part 

3. 

Chatka 

Morwa 

135 

Singrauli 

Singrauli 

35.006 

8630 

Part 

4. 

Jhingurda 

* Morwa 

137 

Singrauli 

Singrauli 

2994 

7.40 

Part 


Total Area: 207.00 51130 

(approximately) (approximately) 

(1) Plot Numbers acquired in village Medhauli: 402 (P), 403, 404, 405 (P), 410 (P). 411 (P), 412 (P), 513 (P), 
514 (P), 522 (P), 523 (P), and 414/603 (P). 

(2) Plot Numbers acquired in village Panjreh(Pijreh) : 172 (P), 186 (P), 188 (P), 189 (P), 190 (P), 193 (P), 
194 (P), 195, 196, 197,198, 198/1 (P), 198/2, 198/3, 198/4, 199 and 200. 

(3) Plot Numbers acquired in village Chatka : 53 (P), 54 (P), 55 (P), 56 (P), 58 (P) ansj 5J)59 (P). 

(4) Plot Numbers acquired in village Jhingurda : 403 (P) and 404 (P). 

Boundary Description : 

A-B The line starts from point “A” and passes through Plot Nos. 410, 411 of village Medhauli and passes over the 

previously acquired boundary of Jayant Block Extension (Sub Block-V) and meets on co mmo n plot boundary of 
Plot No. 411 and 406 at point “B”. 

B-C Line starts from point “B” and passes through common plot boundary of plot Nos. 411 and 406 and common 
plot boundary of Plot Nos. 404 and 465 of village Medhauli and passes over the previously acquired boundary 
of Dudhichua Block Extension and meets at point “C”. 

C-D Line starts from point “C” and passes through plot nos. 405,513,523 and 522 of village Medhauli and passes 
over the previously acquired boundary of Dudhichua Block extension and meets at point “D”. 

D-E Line starts from point “D” and passes through plot nos. 522, 513 and 514, of village Medhauli and passes over 
the previously acquired: boundary of Dudhichua Block-I and meets on common village boundary of village 
Medhauli-Panjreh (Pijreh) at point “E” 

E-F Line starts from point “E” and passes over common village boundaries of Medhauli-Panjreh (Pijreh), Medhauli- 

Chatka, Karwari - Chatka and Karwari - Jhingurda, and the same line passes over the previously acquired 
boundary of Dudhichua Block-I (the common village boundary of above mentioned and the acquired mine 
boundary are the same between point “E” and “F”) and meets at point “F”. 

F-G Line starts from point “F” and passes through plot nos. 404 and 403 of village Jhingurda and plot no. 58 of village 

Chatka and meets at point "G”. 

G-H Line starts from point “G” and passes through plot nos, 58, 55,56, 54,53 and 53/59 of village Chatka and plot 
Nos. 186 and 198/1 of village Panjreh (Pijreh) and meets on common plot boundary of plot No. ,198/1 and 
188 at point “H”. 

H-I Linestarts from point “H” and passes through plot Nos. 188,189,190,193 and 172 of village Panjreh (Pijreh) and 
meets at point “I” 
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I-A Line starts from point “I” and pas ses through plot nos. 172 and 194$>f village, Pahjreh (Pijreh) and plot nos. 402, 

412,414/603 and again 412 and 410 of village Medhauli and meets at the starting point “A”. 

[F. No. 43015/15/2009-PRIW-I] 
S. C. BHATIA, Director 


18 RR^Rt, 2011 

w. 3 it. 582 rrfr 5 mz sfo (srsfa akfoFRT) arfaftRR, 1957 (1957 20) (M ir*£ 

3Tfl4Pi<HH T FTT *IRT 7 “Ft T9- *TRT (1 ) "St 3T%frr ^[{1 RRTT W<*>K ^t srfSR^-fl 

^FT.3TT. 1933, cmta 3 3RTRT, 2010 4l RRcT ^ TMR3T, RPT-II, RFS-3, (ii), cTR^ 7 3TRRT, 2010 TOfTFT ^ 

sft, ^R 3Tf%K£qn IqPlR't Rftsfa R>t alk 3R T R ^ R*ft Slfa'hn) ^4*1 “fR^ SFT^ 3TT7RT ^ft 

sffc rsft TnteRt } ^rt a#m %rro 8 ^ apjOT 4 ^Fr rrfr fvfc i it i; 

sfk “fc'Sl'H *K«hK. ITT 'jqWl RmV FT flRR 1R^ it H^fFIc^ afa tfRiiR'Ko 7t H<h 4 «fc<4 it WIFf RRRTR ?t 
wffe ^R^ RcFl 3’ ifrfa 45.996 Fl^T (wm) RI113.66 1STS ( cFRFT) RFT Wt *JpT ^ RRt arftFFR arf4l 

lift R#R; 

3Rf:, SR, RTSTR, RH l>t RRT 9 l?t ^T-RRl (1) SRI WT VlfcKl^lT HI FlW IRtt 1$ 4l^ll 

IRcft $ for 5R$ RcRl SFf^lt fr' Rfofa 45.996 £l^T ( eFm) IT 113.66 (WRFT) RFT RT# ifR ^ RRt arffeRFR atf4cT 
fo^T Fffit £ I 

$R srftrcj^TT $ SRFfa aifo Riot «fo ^ ^RF WTH7 T^R^^/Rtwt/4ttRT('lfo^4l)/lfa/392, cTTfr® 4 3FPJ1T, 
2010 ITT Pftm H t?foR , ifrlT () FT IT T lfa l 3 IT ^FRTT fro^F, 1, TO f Ra ^3R F^fe, «hlcH>M I-700001 ^ 4>nf<rH 
^ RT RI^T ^ «6ld4>lKR (W^ S^RPT), RFfT R5, f^dTR^-495006 (^IrOB) ^ ^R#R R' t^RTl W R^FTT t I 

ai^fl 

RTjfrT^ft T3RR ( R?vTT fWT ) ^TRT ^T, 

f^FF-^tTRT ( Wt0r«I« ) 

R<^f« lJR^R^d/41lJR9l/4^R( ^^4! )/'^fR/392, tlR^ 4 SR^ 2010] 


Rtfr 3Tf^BR ;- 


sFR 

R 

TIFT RTF RPT 

H<qiO P<rt)i 
RTS4i«h 

RFT 

4<sqi4i 

dFRtcl 

F4vll 



1. 

151^ 

09 

66 

wt 

^!<4I 

41.277 

RFT 

2 

tieiile 

09 

68 

FRft 

q^uu 

4.719 

RFT 


^eT :- 45.996 (FRTRR) RT 113.66 ( efWT) 

1. WR ( RPT ) aifafa Rl% RT^ RITff Wm :-l/3, 1/4, 2^4, 6, 7(Rm), 14 ^ 22, 23(RFT), 

27/3(RRT), 139(RPT), 140/1(RFT), 140/2, 165 ^ 167,169(RFT), 178(RRT), 179^ 196,197(RFT), 198 ^247,251(RPT), 
259(Rm),260(RPT),261(RRT), 262 ^264, 265(RFT), 380^ 388,511,512, 518 ^522, 532^534, 535(RPT), 540(RFT), 
617(RTn),618^620,621(RFT) I 

2. TTRT RElilg ( RTR) 3?f^T ^TT% RT^ RFT? #®1T :-48(RFT), 49, 66, 67, 68(Sm),73, 74, 75(RRT), 
76(RFT), 77/2, 78(RFI),79(RI T T), 81(RRT), 95(RFT) 103/7 I 
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.—.—..---- == ••• '■ " .- .. ==. - ‘‘ •- : 


- 1 : 

^-73 165,166^^tftor<T*lT 140/1, 139, 

197, 621 3 fm W WIFF 619 FTt ^ iftm afa 621,617 ^ Ffcft if W Tforfr 230,264 ^ FFRT: 
^Fferf^ 44 ^ M, qTfiTel# 11 

^3Tt ^ t fTT 3 ttW«h 264 ^ FTFTT: ^TftFT cT«qT 261, 265, 260, 259 3 Ffa* fFTT W «Wlf«b 261 

7^3^251 251, 178^lfcftlf 180, 181, 182 

^ ^Wt-gfeir afk 169 TpTpcft if Ht 167 ^ FfSPtf 4 t 167, 165 ^ FftFFt TftFT 3 if 3TKfare* 

oaten - 2 : 

F-F t*3T, TIFT l^-I^FTT ^ uNfdd T^FT “F” ^ 3TTT*T Ftcft f afouiF ^ T cfR 4, 1/4, 

l/3,^Ff^mt, 1/3 ^^Rt, l/3,3^^f^Tcf8TT7^^ 15, 14 ^ ^TfrlT sfa 27/3, 23 ^l*TT<ftlf W 
384, 385, 388 ^^ ^^ 387, 386 ^ ^ 386 7TtFT^?fcftlf FTfF?T<ft % I 

f-f ^r, Fm ^ to; Ttfutfad tt1ft *n<ft t afa antfiFFT f^ “f” ft fq^Rft t1 

®cd |ch - 3 : 

W--^ ttST, FTF «^4-diaiHK FTf ^fUjPctd W1RT518, 519 

^ Ff^mt, wrar 519 ^^rct, ■WFsqmr 512 i> ftff: aftr qfiMifl gtm, w wiw 511 it 

FTFF: FfTFFl afa Taft, W WTTFT 512, 522, 521, 532 ^ Taft sffc T K aF FE 532 ^ Fftpft, 534 ^ 

U#f, TTWF 535 FT Trfft F*ll w WTFF 540 ^ Taft 3tk 7* ?tcft if FTF f^-WT^tF Ft 

7rfn#ra ttIft fa^ “^" ftIft# t1 

t^T, Tim ^ w: wnar 540,535 ^ #ft ^rr?ft f fF>r Tim i^^-didiMK aft fiff: gputfHd Tfrn ^ Ft?rt 
if 3mf^f^*'^"FTfF?T<fti t 

«ai<*» - 4 ; 


\m, Tim f^i‘V'3 snfFFtFtt ^ mz 620 ^ Taft 4* if? ftfi 3 start if 

ft fron 11 

^T-15 tr§T, Tim fS'fS ^ W WIT 620 ^ ^Ff?^ #FT ^Fltft if FTTiftt ^3IKf^1^‘*T5 r, FT'N ? Tcft 

t I 

^rm> - s : 

t^T, Tim l^lF-TTFl^lF TTfn#RT TTtFI 3 **^T ,f ^ 5IRF i&ft t 3^ Tim 061^1? ^ t^TR 49 ^ 

Tfrtf W 48 FTt TTtFT W 79, 78, 77/2, 81, 74, 66, 67, 68 3ft TO* T^FT W 

FR§Fmr 95, 103/7 ^ MPV^4), WCl 3 ^t TTtFT ^ F^fl if f^l“ or M FT fFeT# t I 

3im TTFT^F ^ x eTTF W 103/7 F?! FfW TfhFT 3lk ^cTTF WTT^ 95, 68 ^ I^JT "W ' TTCqFR 67 ^ 
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[FF. TT. 43015/20/2009-Ft3TTT 31 i f4^ -1 ] 
ITT. Tft. FlfeFT, Pd^l=h 


New Delhi, the 18th February, 2011 


S.O. 582.—Whereas by bythe notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Coal number S.0.1933 
dated the 3rd August, 2010 issued under sub-section (1) of Section 7 of the Coal Bearing Areas (Acquisition and Development) 
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Act, 1957 (20 of 1957) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act) and published in the Gazette of India, Part - II, Section 3, Sub¬ 
section (ii) dated the 7th August, 2010, the Central Government gave notice of its intention to acquire 45.996 hectares or 
113.66 acres land as all rights in or over such land specified in the Schedule appended to that notification; 

And whereas the competent authority in pursuance of Section 8 of the said Act has made his report to the Central 
Government; 

And whereas, the Central Government after considering the aforesaid report and after consulting the Government 
of Chhattisgaih, is satisfied that the land measuring 45.996 hectares (approximately) or 113.66 acres (approximately) as all 
rights in or over such lands as described in Schedule appended hereto, should be acquired; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 9 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that the kMd measwing 45.996 hectares (approximately) or 113.66 acres (approximately) as all 
rights in or over such land as described in Schedule are hereby acquired. 

The Plan bearing number SECUBSP/GM(PLG)/LAND/ 392, dated the 4th October, 2010 of the area covered by this 
notification may be inspected at the Office of the Collector, Korba (Chhattisgaih) or at the office of the Coal Controller, 1, 
Council House Street, Kolkata-700001 or at the Office of the South Eastern Coalfield Limited (Revenue Section), Seepat 
Road, Bilaspur-495006 (Chhattisgaih). 

SCHEDULE 


Saraipali OC (1st Extension) Coal Block, Korba Area 
District- Korba (Chhattisgarh) 

(Plan bearing number SECL/BSP/GM(PLG)/LAN©/392, dated the 4th October, 2010) 


All Rights: 

' m ' m , ' 

S1. Name of village 
No. 

Patwari 
halka number 

Village 

number 

Tahsil 

District 

Area in 
hectares 

Remarks 

1. Budbud 

09 

66 

Pali 

Korba 

41.277 

Part 

2. Rahadih 

09 

68 

Pali 

Korba 

4.719 

Part 


Total 45.996 hectares (approximately) 
or 113.66 acres (approximately) 

1. Plot numbers to be acquired in village Budbud (Part) : 1/3, 1/4, 2 to 4, 6, 7(P), 14 to 22, 23(P), 27/3(P), 
139(P), 140/1(P), 140/2, 165 to 167, 169(P), 178(P), 179 to 196, 197(P), 198 to 247, 251 (P), 259(P), 260(P), 
261 (P), 262 to 264, 265(P), 380 to 388, 511, 512, 518 to 522, 532 to 534, 535(P), 540(P), 617(P), 618 to 620, 
621 (P). 

2. Plot numbers to be acquired in village Rahadlh (Part) : 48(P), 49, 66, 67, 68(P), 73, 74, 75(P), 76(P), 77/2, 
78(P), 79(P), 81(P), 95(P), 103/7. 

Boundary Description : 

Block- 1 : 

t 

A-B Line starts from point "A" in village Budbud and passes along the northern boundary of plot number 165,166, 
through 140/1,139,197,621, eastern boundary of plot number 619, through 621,617, partly eastern boundary of plot 
number 23 0, 264 and meets at point "B”. 

B-A Line passes in village Budbud along partly eastern boundary of plot number 264, through261,265,260,259, then 

along partly southern boundary of plot number 261, through 251, then along partly southern boundary of plot 
number 247, through 251, 178, along southern boundary of plot number 180,181,182, through plot number 169, 
then along southern boundary of plot number 167, western boundary of plot number 167,165 and meets at starting 
point "A". 

Block- 2: 

C-D Line starts from point ”C" on the common boundary of villages Budbud -Dhukupathara and passes in village 
Budbud along western boundary of plot number 4, 1/4, 1/3, northern boundary of plot number 1/3, eastern 
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boundary of plot number 1/3,3, through 7, eastern boundary of plot number 15,14, through 27/3,23, northern and 
eastern boundary of plot number 3 S4,385,388, eastern boundary of plot number 3 87,386, southern boundary of 
plot number 386 and meets at point "D". 

D-C Line passes along the partly common boundary of villages Budbud - Dhukupathara and meets at starting point 'C\ 

Block- 3: 

E-F Line starts from point "E" on the common boundary of villages Budbud-Talapar and passes in village Budbud 
along western boundary of plot number 518, 519 northern boundary of plot number 519, partly southern and 
western boundary of plot number 512, partly western and northern boundary of plot number 511, northern and 
eastern boundary of plot number 512,522,521,532, southern boundary of plot number 532, eastern boundary of 
plot number 534, northern boundary of plot number 535, northern and eastern boundary ofplotwatnber 540 and 
meets at point "F" on die common boundary of villages Budbud-Rahadih. 

F-E Line passes in village Budbud through plot number 540, 535 then along partly common boundary of villages 
Budbud-Talapar and meets at starting point “E". 

Block-4: 

G-H Line starts from point "G" in village Budbud and passes along northern and eastern boundary of plot number 620 
and meets at point "H". 

H-G Line passes in village Budbud along southern and western boundary of plot number 620 and meets at starting 
point "G". 

Block - 5 : 

I-J Line starts from point"I" on the common boundary of villages Budbud-Rahadih and passes in village Rahadih 

along northern and eastern boundary of plot number 49, eastern boundary of plot number 48, northern boundary 
of plot number 79, 78, 77/2, 81, 74, 66, 67, 68, western, northern and eastern boundary of plot number 95, 
103/7 and meets at point "J". 

J-I Line passes in village Rahadih along southern boundary of plot number 103/7, Ihrough 95,68, southern boundary 

of plot number 67, through 68, northern boundary of plot number 73, through 75,76,81, southern boundary of plot 
number 77/2, through 78,79,48, southern and western boundary of plot number 49 and meets at starting point "I". 

[F. No.-43015/20/2009-PRIW-I] 
S. C. KtATIA, Director 


3tT^7T 

18 W#,2011 

W.3TT, 583.—$ft (3Fift afa fofiTCT) SlfaPm, 1957 (1957 ‘Wf 20* (ft# F*# *3# 

qro 9 m-mx (0 #stMH w i fy *si. ^tt. 

2323 FT fm 13 fadH< 2010, # *TRF # Wm W\-U, (ii) <TR#T 18 2010 3 Wlftm ## 

Slftf'i'HH ^TRT 10 (1) # 3#ft, 11# fact'V ihI ^ y«Ki F#T, # ftfFF # "HR # 

afll ^TF m\m # TPIT $ ft? ifrR Tft, WTT 60, 

r^df-r«nnm31-495006 (ft# H^rd^ <s<w «hHd) <+>61 T FTT "i# ft4*Rt #1 71#7R3BR 

PiIhti STfaiHHci «hin ■ifqn ^huth <*k 4 # t 1 ; 

3TcT:, SR, F3RT 3lfafwt «TRI 11 ( 1) ?R1 3TFF 7lftd# F?T 3Rft *TFft^7T^# 

i ftl JQ wm f#FF 8eRT ^ # *TT R7 # H# aiftRJK, 18 RldWi, 2010 # di-lQil 7f{%R # FR3R?T7 ftftcT 

sft TF^ •st'jmi, Pi^fciHsld ft«ft# #1 71# # 3#ft 7F^ mwO «niVfl # ftfen # 

1. WcH<) -35R 3lftrfwi # # 3#ft W Tlft^R, #7 # T#f 

ftnj t# n# 




mm** 
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2. (1) 

^ ^ I. 4 ^ ^ ^ ^ f^T ^1 cf«TT ^ feft sk ^ ^FFrih *ft ^FTcTT ^ ^ 

STf^TR ^ %TI riT 3T«m ft 3ft mfa 3^ 3?ftt »FF ^ifgft’ ^ «T FTO, ^pft ^ *jt, ^ftt tper f*rt 
^H- il ^RT ^F=T f^Ti ^Ttftf; 

^ ^R^TR ^TT <RT^ ^^lft^rf ^RT ^TT -f^ST f^=gff ^rT^TTf^rf ^ TT^T 

4' 311 W=b Ff; 

4. F^T mm\ -chUHl qft, TRW ^ ^ SFpfcl ^fft=TT, ZW3 *(fft ^ TPft STftFmft <3 %m 3FQ ^RT ^ft 
ftflRfl ^vtft ^ft >if=Ki FFf fttftl; ftft 

5. WR^RT,^R^r»ft 37m^FT ( F^ Sjfft c£ fofyRS ftftf 

^ fcT7 f^TT wft ^T atfftftftra %tT WTT, Tf^B ^rft I 

[ T f>I. ft. 43015/22/2008-33 ^ 1 ^^ -1 ] 
tRT. ftt. rirf^T, f=T^|cb 


ORDER 

New Delhi, the 18th, February, 2011 

S.O. 583.—Whereas on the publication of the notification of theGovemment of India in the Ministry of Coal 
number S.0.2323, dated the 13th September, 2010 published in the Gazette of India, Part - II, Section 3, Sub-section (ii), dated 
the 18 th September, 2010 issued under sub-section (1) of Section 9 of the Coal Bearing Areas (Acquisition and Development) 
Act, 1957 (20 of 1957) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), the lands as All Rights in or over the land described in the 
Schedule appended to the said notification (hereinafter refared to as the said land) vested absolutely in the Central 
Government free from all encumbrances under sub-section (1) of Section 10 of the said Act; 

And, whereas, the Central Government is satisfied that the South Eastern Coalfields Limited, Seepat Road, P. B. 
No. 60, District-Bilaspur-495006 (hereinafterreferred to as the Government Company) is willing to comply with such terms 

and conditions as the Central Government thinks fit to impose in this behalf; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 11 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby directs that the said land and all rights in or over such land so vested shall, with effect from 
18th September, 2010, instead of continuing to so vest in the Central Government shall vest in the Government Company, 
subject to the following terms and conditions namely 

1. The Government Company shall reimburse to the Central Government all payments made in respect of 
compensation, interest, damages and the like as determined under the provisions of the said Act; 

2. A Tribunal shall be constituted under Section 14 of the said Act, for the purpose of determining the amounts 
payable to the Central Government by the Government Company under condition (1), and all expenditure incurred in 
connection with any such tribunal and persons appointed to assist the tribunal shall be borne by the Government Company 
and similarly, all expenditure incurred in respect of all legal proceedings like appeals etc. for or in connection with the rights 
in or over the said land so vested shall also be bome by the Government Company; 

3. The Government Company shall indemnify the Central Government or its officials against any other expenditure 
that may be necessary in connection with any proceedings by or against the Central Government or its officials regarding 
the rights in or over the said land so vested; 

4. The Government Company shall have no power to transfer the said land all the rights to anv other person 
without the prior approval of the Central Government; and 

5. The Government Company shall abide by such direction and conditions as may be given or imposed by the 
Central Government for particular areas of the said land as and when necessary. 


540GI/11—7 


[F. No. 43015/22/2008-PRIW-I] 
S. C. BHATIA, Director 
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31 

174 

00 

04 

39 

173 

00 

00 

52 

170 

00 

02 

50 

171 

00 

07 

53 

172 

00 

10 

13 

167 

00 

22 

38 

168 

00 

03 

73 

165 

00 

04 

58 

165 

00 

00 

50 

5 

00 

19 

89 

6 

00 

00 

12 

7 

00 

10 

24 

12 

00 

04 

62 

8 

00 

10 

84 

10 

00 

19 

38 

9 

00 

03 

03 

17 

00 

15 

39 


25 
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.r. - . 

SBmi— Ml—» 

HHHiKi 

1 4 


*) sigftra (Prtin) 

83 



73 


82 



98 


81 


01 

43 


71 



40 


70 


08 

48 


69 

00 


85 


68 

__ ?o 

, or 

37 

5 ) 

1667 

00' 

01 

^4? ' 


1668 

00 

18 

39 


1679 

00 

04 

25 


1681 

00 

05 

f5 


2008 

00 

03 

76 


2009 

00 

02 

87 


2007 

00 

04 

25 


2010 

00 

00 

10 


2012 

00 

11 

66 


2013 

00 

05 

90 


3594 

00 

18 

61 


4094 

00 

41 

23 


4091 

00 

02 

46 


3596 

00 

08 

89 


3588 

00 

22 

99 


3602 

00 

08 

71 


3586 

00 

15 

59 


3580 

00 

05 

58 


3603 

00 

25 

11 


3579 

00 

07 

97 


3604 

00 

03 

52 


3605 

00 

38 

01 


3608 

00 

00 

21 


3607 

00 

01 

19 


3606 

00 

01 

96 


3514 

00 

08 

32 


342 2 

00 

10 

47 


3421 

00 

00 

72 


3418 

00 

01 

76 


3417 

00 

13 

23 


3416 

00 

29 

57 


340 2 

00 

02 

43 


3409 

00 

10 

53 
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1 


2 


1 > 

U_J 

5 

5) dipvpntan (ftim) 

3407 



00 

00 

33 


3403 



00 

43 

66 


3391 



00 

01 

45 


3378 



00 

04 

70 


3382 



00 

10 

56 


3379 



00 

00 

16 

. ' . ..... 

3381 



00 

19 

21 


3380 



00 

12 

36 

*C i* V 

3242 



00 

00 

70 

:f S: *4 

3241 



00 

17 

97 

.• |VJ- 

3243 



00 

18 

39 


3240 



00 

10 

27 


3248 



00 

07 

67 


3249 



00 

06 

77 


3250 


4 

00 

04 

53 


3252 



00 

03 

05 


3251 



00 

01 

86 


3234 



00 

00 

42 


3233 



00 

00 

99 


3253 



00 

00 

11 


3228 



00 

02 

20 


3232 



00 

02 

57 


3231 



00 

00 

10 


3229 



00 

04 

37 


3230 



00 

21 

35 


3164 



00 

02 

65 


3214 

- 


00 

10 

34 


3213 



00 

14 

38 


3170 



00 

04 

92 


3212 



00 

01 

24 


3169 



00 

01 

13 


3171 



00 

26 

81 


3207 



00 

03 

98 


3206 



00 

01 

19 


3172 



00 

12 

51 


3168 



00 

13 

39 


3174 



00 

00 

17 


3167 



00 

27 

28 


3089 



00 

03 

41 


3088 



00 

02 

25 


3090 



00 

00 

39 
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I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

5) snwntorr (fatcfr) 

3082 

00 

06 

82 


3081 

00 

09 

53 


3051 

00 

03 

48 


3080 

00 

02 

93 


4275 

00 

04 

37 


3079 

00 

02 

60 


3053 

00 

12 

39 


3075 

00 

12 

86 


3054 

00 

07 

76 


3071 

00 

01 

03 


3070 

00 

08 

21 


3055 

00 

21 

36 


3069 

00 

00 

36 


30 68 

00 

00 

56 


3059 

00 

01 

88 


3057 

00 

03 

18 


3058 

00 

07 

11 


2553 

00 

15 

79 


2552 

00 

10 

86 


2551 

00 

02 

85 


2550 

00 

01 

96 


2549 

00 

04 

84 


2541 

00 

08 

29 


2542 

00 

02 

89 


2536 

00 

07 

49 


2532 

00 

00 

18 


2531 

00 

06 

52 


2530 

00 

03 

01 


2528 

00 

05 

22 


2527 

00 

07 

37 


2494 

00 

02 

26 


2495 

00 

27 

12 

6) t 

376 

00 

01 

21 


377 

00 

,10, 

27 


378 

00 

28 

48 


379 

00 

07 

75 


40 6 

00 

00 

41 


405 

00 

09 

64 


413 

00 

00 

96 


415 

00 

20 

89 


404 

00 

07 

16 


r *» 
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1 

2 


3 

4 

5 

6 ) 3 (Prim) 

402 


00 

02 . 

47 


2742 


00 

00 

70 


417 


00 

20 

29 


2765 


00 

00 

10 


439 


00 

08 

16 


441 


00 

03 

00 


442 


00 

06 

30 


443 


00 

16 

74 


446 


00 

12 

74 


2581 


00 

04 

14 


456 


00 

42 

72 


2632 


00 

02 

31 


453 


OP 

08 

70 


464 


00 

02 

36 


[TTK 1^.-14014/14/2011-^Mt] 
^ .•£ .W$, 3T8R 


MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 
New Delhi, the 24th February, 2011 


S. O. 584.—Whereas it appears to Government of India that it is necessary in public 
interest that for transportation of natural gas from onshore terminal at East coast of 
Andhra Pradesh of M/s Reliance Industries Limited to consumers in various parts of the 
country, Kakmada - Basudebpur - Howrah pipeline should be laid by M/s Relogistics 
Infrastructure Limited; 


And whereas, it appears to Government of India that for the purpose of laying such 
pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the Right of User in land under which the said pipeline 
is proposed to be laid and which are described in the Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 
(50 of 1962), Government of India hereby declares its intention to acquire the Right of 

User therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said Schedule may, within twenty-one 
days from the date on which the copies of the notification as published in the Gazette of 
India under sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the said Act, are made available to the general 
public, object in writing to the acquisition of the Right of User therein for laying the 
pipeline under the land to Shri Bhaskar Tripathy, Competent Authority, Relogistics 
Infrastructure Limited, 1st Floor, Fortune Tower, Chandrasekharpur, Bhubanes>var - 
751023,Orissa State. 
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Schedule 


Mandal/Tehsll/Taluk:Bhandari Pokhari 

District: Bhadrak 

State rOrissa 


Village 

Survey No./Sub-Divlsion 

Area to be acquired for RoD 



Hec 

Are 

C-Are 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

1) Rani para 

291 

00 

00 

53 

289 

00 

01 

47 

287 

00 

03 

65 

1323 

00 

16 

82 

286 

00 

01 

36 

1322 

00 

07 

86 

285 

00 

01 

10 

280 

00 

04 

49 

1324 

00 

06 

28 

276 

00 

08 

64 

279 

00 

02 

26 

277 

00 

03 

94 

274 

00 

03 

26 

273 

00 

03 

88 

278 

00 

01 

19 

272 

00 

04 

40 

263 

00 

01 

24 

262 

00 

01 

10 

261 

00 

05 

29 

257 

00 

00 

27 

259 

00 

01 

51 

258 

00 

04 

77 

260 

00 

01 

43 

179 

00 

02 

94 

165 

00 

05 

82 

171 

00 

03 

83 

166 

00 

04 

17 

164 

00 

II 

24 

163 

00 

04 

30 

162 

00 

03 

48 

160 

00 

07 

79 

1336 

00 

08 

29 

1341 

00 

02 

55 

159 

00 

02 

48 

158 

00 

05 

72 , 

550 

00 

03 

38 

551 

00 

00 

37 
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_]__1 _ 

3 

4 

5 

1) Ranipara (Contd) 157 

00 

04 

73 

1337 

00 

00 

58 

156 

00 

19 

00 

151 

00 

01 

23 

150 

00 

00 

10 

149 

00 

00 

71 

1352 

00 

01 

18 

148 

00 

01 

51 

147 

00 

02 

42 

2 

00 

34 

61 

2) Badakantapada ’ 1455 

00 

00 

98 

1024 

00 

01 

24 . 

1454 

00 

00 

68 

1453 

00 

12 

04 

1465 

00 

09 

83 

1466 

00 

12 

04 

1451 

00 

06 > 

64 

1449 

00 

08 

23 

1450 

00 

02 

73 

1530 

00 

06 

18 

1529 

00 

05 

24 

1444 

00 

12 

60 

1445 

00 

00 

82 

1446 

00 

00 

13 

1439 

00 

01 

06 

1438 

00 

04 

79 

1437 

00 

04 

55 

1436 

00 

05 

53 

1435 

00 

00 

35 

1402 

00 

03 

41 

1400 

00 

08 

45 

1399 

00 

04 

50 

1392 

00 

02 

98 

1393 

00 

01 

82 

1394 

00 

01 

57 

1395 

00 

01 

99 

1391 

00 

07 

08 

1390 

00 

08 

25 

1389 

00 

04 

79 

1296 

00 

05 

12 

1295 

00 

00 

22 
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1 

1 * 

1 3-1 

4 

1 s \ 

2) Badakantapada (ConId) 

1294 

00 

00 

10 


1293 

00 

00 

20 


1292 

00 

00 

29 


1290 

00 

01 

40 


1289 

00 

08 

98 


1288 

00 

05 

83 


1287 

00 

00 

78 


1285 

00 

12 

83 


1283 

00 

12 

07 

Mandal/Tehsil/Taluk:Bhadrak Rural 

District: Bhadrak 

Stata:Orissa 


1) Erendei 

545 

00 

00 

26 


546 

00 

04 

07 


549 

00 

05 

13 


547 

00 ~ 

0Q 

49 


548 

00 

0? 

, 59 


550 

00 

02 

22 


551 

00 

02 

05 


552 

00 

00 

12 


538 

00 

10 

82 


557 • 

00 

03 

26 


489 

00 

08 

50 


488 

00 

03 

71 


487 

00 

05 

89 


486 

00 

04 

40 


485 

00 

04 

50 


484 

00 

00 

94 


458 

00 

01 

48 

Mandal/Tehail/TaluksBant 

Mstrkt:Bhatfrak 

State:Ori**a 


I) Tarago 

2413 

00 

09 

56 


2404 

00 

01 

14 


2405 

00 

00 

73 


2403 

00 

00 

55 


2402 

00 

00 

38 


2400 

00 

00 

35 


2401 

00 

00 

31 


2399 

00 

00 

64 


2398 

00 

00 

79 


2408 

00 

07 

93 


2406 

00 

00 

50 


2397 

00 

01 

24 


2396 

00 

00 

55 

* 

2395 

00 

00 

10 


2415 

00 

00 

27 


5400/11—11 
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1 i i 

2 


1 

1 * J 

1) Tarago (Contd) > In bet suy no. 2415 & 2420 

00 

20 

32 

2420 


00 

14 

54 

2421 


00 

02 

70 

2370 


00 

07 

49 

2663 


00 

10 

08 

2360 


00 

00 

10 

2362 


00 

04 

88 

2359 


00 

07 

66 

2358 


00 

15 

82 

2357 


00 

01 

64 

1520 


00 

12 

55 

1564 


00 

16 

18 

1526 


00 

03 

18 

1528 


00 

02 

10 

1529 


00 

03 

40 

1530 

- 

00 

10 

55 

1527 


00 

08 

00 

1536 


00 

00 

21 

1561 


00 

00 

• 64 

1554 

- 

00 

02 

56 

1555 


00 

00 

54 

1552 


00 

01 

44 

1553 


00 

02 

89 

1551 


00 

01 

97 

1550 


00 

06 

59 

1547 


00 

01 

73 

1548 


00 

02 

88 

1549 


00 

01 

58 

1538 


00 

01 

' 49 

1539 


00 

06 

03 

1467 


00 

03 

53 

1540 


00 

02 

00 

1541 


00 

00 

66 

1465 


00 

00 

82 

1466 


00 

09 

47 

1439 


00 

10 

05 

1463 


00 

03 

‘ 37 

1461 


bo 

17 

66 

1441 


00 

06 

62 

1459 


00 

00 

66 

1442 


00 

06 

90 


< r*niin«i/v: 
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TOT : TOTCt 26, 2011/W^T 7, 1932 


1 



2 


3 




|) Tarago (Comd) 

1444 

00 

01 

82 


1443 

00 

04 

78 


1449 

00 

04 

93 


1448 

00 

01 

51 


1450 

00 

02 

49 


1451 

00 

04 

04 

_ 

1434 

00 

02 

01 


1452 

00 

03 

31 


1432 

00 

01 

27 


1483 

00 

08 

21 


1242 

00 

00 

78 


1243 

00 

07 

66 


1240 

00 

02 

12 


1244 

00 

10 

27 


In bet suy no. 1244 & 1245 

00 

02 

41 


1245 

v 00 

03 

16 


1246 

00 

01 

78 


1247 ' 

00 

00 

89 


1248 

00 

01 

62 


1230 

00 

03 

20 


1172 

00 

01 

59 


1170 

' 00 

02 

08 


1169 

00 

00 

13 


1171 

00 

03 

70 


1168 

00 

05 

72 


1167 

00 

02 

06 


1164 

00 

02 

13 


1165 

00 

03 

„ 60 


1166 

00 

00 

40 


1162 

00 

04 

00 


1160 

00 

00 

33 


1161 

00 

09 

30 


1159 

00 

02 

14 


1176 

00 

08 

48 


1080' 

00 

02 

31 


1156 

00 

01 

58 


1081 

00 

14 

32 


1147 

00 

01 

92 


1082 

00 

04 

- 47 


1146 

00 

05 

93 


1145 

00 

00 

63 
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[^fFTII—3P^3(n)] 

:Tp^ 26, 2011 7, 1932 



1*01 

1 

1 * j 1 

3 

4 

r 5 

1) Tarago (Contd) 

738 

00 

00 

10 


739 

00 

07 

69 


744 

00 

00 

01 


743 

00 

01 

84 


740 

00 

05 

64 „ 

Mandal/Tehsll/TalulcSimilia 

DtotrictcBatashwar 

Stata:Orispa 


1) Nua 

1079 

00 

05 

34 


1080 

00 

00 

66 


1077 

00 

04 

' 72 


2346 

00 

00 

90 


1083 

00 

45 

52 


1088 

00 

03 

32 


1086 

00 

08 

70 


1087 

00 

03 

00 


1071 

00 

00 

29 


1070 

00 

00 

63 


1069 

00 

01 

94 


1068 

00 

02 

28 


1067 

00 

05 

18 


1036 

00 

08 

57 


1035 

00 

08 

28 


1033 

00 

12 



1034 

00 

03 

45 


1029 

00 

14 . 

09 


1027 

00 

00 

88 


1026 

00 

00 

10 


1025 

00 

11 

81 


1023 

00 

11 

39 


985 

00 

13 

22 


986 

00 

00 

10 


259 

00 

00 

47 


984 

00 

10 

54 


981 

00 

05 

23 


982 

00 

00 

96 


978 

00 

06 

67 


268 

00 

02 

43 


269 

00 

01 

83 


270 

00 

01 

57 


266 

00 

01 

65 


271 

00 

12 

91 


272 

00 

01 

84 


275 

00 

00 

20 . 
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]) Nua (Contd) 


273 

274 
197 

177 

178 

179 
181 
188 
187 

183 

184 
186 
183 
151 
150 
149 

153 

154 

155 

156 

157 
160 
159 

158 
132 
131 
130 
129 
344 
128 

346 
55 

2340 

347 

348 

349 

356 
355 

357 

358 
52 


00 

07 

09 

00 

04 

47 

00 

22 

78 

00 

00 

22 

00 

00 

69 

00 

02 

83 

00 . 

00 

12 

00 

02 

06 

00 

03 

66 

00 

00 

46 

00 

02 

05 

00 

00 

95 

00 

09 

2? 

00 

06 

51 

00 - 

04 

59 

00 

07 

87 

00 

05 

33 

00 

05 

' 71 

00 

00 

43 

00 

02 

10 

00 

01 

99 

00 

00 

50 

00 

04 

14 

00 

05 

09 

00 

03 

01 

00 H 

05 

06 

00 

05 

02 

00 

06 

97 

00 

02 

57 

00 

04 

16 

00 

02 

99 

00 

00 

19 

00 

01 

82 

00 

07 

09 

00 

09 

11 

00 . 

01 

68 

00 

03 

50 

00 

03 

75 

00 

03 

18 

00 

04 

76 

00 

05 

32 
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1 

.. 1."a 

■ 1 3 J 

4 

1 * 1 

]) Nua (Contd) 

359 

00 

04 

92 


360 

00 

05 

08 


361 

00 

07 

14 


362 

00 

10 

43 


384 

00 

00 

10 


364 

, 00 

03 

72 


363 

00 

03 

52 


365 

00 

07 

69 


366 

00 

06 

17 


367 

00 

06 

05 


369 

00 

00 

52 


368 

00 

02 

11 


2343 

00 

00 

19 


50 

00 

00 

70 

2) Chaka Manatiri 

40 

00 

04 

06 


41 

00 

06 

02 


42 

00 

03 

95 

3) Achhuti Pur 

49 

00 

08 

12 


53 

00 

11 

74 


56 

00 

04 

49 


S3 

00 

02 

88 . 


54 

00 

05 

93 


67 

00 

05 

24 


68 

00 

01 

49 


69 

00 

02 

80 


81 

00 

00 

10 


82 

00 

07 

24 


84 

00 

00 

69 


83 

00 

01 

28 

4) Manatiri 

674 

00 

04 

82 


672 

00 

ii 

18 


* 673 

00 

06 

28 


675 

00 

00 

77 


676 

00 

02 

94 


677 

00 

15 

91 


679 

00 

07 

76 


678 

(DO 

04 

15 


692 

00 

01 

71 


* 680 

00 

04 

14 


688 

00 

17 

m 


690 __J0 ft 45 
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i i 1 

2 


1 s 

n~i 

f 

4) Manatiri (Contd) 687 



00 

03 

32 

689 



00 

07 

69 

725 



00 

19 

10 

34 



00 

00 

H 

737 



00 

06 

63 

738 



00 

00 

29 J 

736 



00 

06 

52 

1105 



00 

03 

72 

739 



00 

03 

92 

748 



00 

13 

21 

749 



00 

02 

80 

799 



00 

05 

26 

804 



00 

21 

52 

806 



00 

00 

45 

8i r' 



00 

00 

to 

810 



op 

03 

86 

809 
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MINISTRY OFLABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 24th January, 2011 

S.O. 585. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 69/2001) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar-2 now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Barsua Iron Mines RMD SAIL and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 

24-1-2011. 

[ No. L-26011/8/99-IR (M)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Office 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALCUM-LABOUR COURT 
BHUBANESWAR 

Present : Shri J. Srivastava, Presiding Officer, 
C.GI.T.-cum-Labour Court, 

Bhubaneswar. 

Ik. INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 69/2001 
Date of Passing Award - 31st December 2010 

Between: 

The Management of the General Manager, 

Barsua Iron Mines, RMD, SAIL, 

Po. Tens a, Dist. Sundargarh. 

... 1st Party-Management. 

Arid 

Their workmen represented through the 
General Secretary, Bonai Mazdoor Sangh, 

PO. Tens a, Dist. Sundargarh. 

... 2nd Party-Union. 


APPEARANCES: 

M/s.B.P.Tripathy, 

Advocate. 

Shri Arjun Sahu, 
Secretary, BMS. 


For the 1 st Party- 
Management. 

For the 2nd Party- 
Union. 


AWARD 


The Government of India in the Ministry of Labour 
has referred an industrial dispute existing between the em¬ 
ployers in relation to the management of Barsua Iron Mines, 
RMD, SAIL and their workmen in exercise of the powers 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 
2(A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 vide 
their letter No. L-2601 l/8/99-IR(M), dated 24/29-12-1999. 

2. The dispute giving rise to the preseat reference is 
mentioned below. 


"Whether the action of the management of Barsua 
Iron Mines of RMD, SAIL in not paying canteen 
allowances to the workmen and employees of the 
mines at par with the workmen and employees of 
Meghataburu, Kiriburu, Bhawanathpur and RMD 
headquarters, Calcutta office employees is justified? 
If not, to what relief the workmen/employees are en¬ 
titled?" 

3. The 2nd Party-Union representing the workmen 
submitted its statement of claim wherein it has been stated 
that the 2nd Party-Union is a registered trade Union affili¬ 
ated to Bharatiya Mazdoor Sangh and is operating at Barsua 
Iron Mines and represents the majority of the workmen 
employed in the said mines. The 1st Party-Management is 
a public sector undertaking under the Raw Materials Divi¬ 
sion, a unit of Steel Authority of India Limited. Initially the 
different steel plants under SAIL namely Rourkela Steel 
Plant, Bhilai Steel Plant, Durgapur Steel Plant, Bokaro Sted 
Plant etc. had their captive mines to produce and supply 
raw materials required for production of steel in the said 
steel plants. Barsua Iron Mines was one of the captive 
mines of Rourkela Steel Plant at Rourkela till 1990. Later on 
SAIL created a separate unit called Raw Materials Division 
and most of the captive mines of different steel plants un¬ 
der SAIL including the captive mines of RSP were trans¬ 
ferred and brought under the administrative control of RMD 
with its headquarters at Calcutta. Thus the services of all 
the employees of Barsua Iron Mines were placed under 
Raw Materials Division with effect from 1 -5-1990 without 
any change in their service conditions. Under the relevant 
statute the steel plants and the mines are to provide and 
maintain canteens for the use of their employees. There¬ 
fore canteen set-up was established as per approved speci¬ 
fications and food items, snacks etc. were supplied on non¬ 
profit basis. Later, on the plea of cost control the different 
units of SAIL including mines started withdrawing the fa¬ 
cilities provided in the departmental canteens unilaterally. 
The number of food items and snacks were reduced and 
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the standard was deteriorated. The employees had no 
choice for food items because of very limited items sup¬ 
plied in the canteen and their poor quality. Resultantly die 
Unions in different units including the 2nd Party-Union 
started d emandin g canteen allowance in lieu of canteen 
facilities. Although different units of SAIL including the 
min es under Raw Materials Division and its headquarters 
at Calcutta granted canteen allowance to their employees, 
but the 1 st Party-Management did not pay any heed to the 
rightful demands of its employees. Because of callous 
attitude of the 1st Party-Management, the 2nd Party-Union 
had no other alternative but to raise an industrial dispute. 
The conciliation officer tried his best for an amicable 
settlement, but the conciliation proceedings ended in fail¬ 
ure and the matter under dispute was referred for adjudica¬ 
tion. The different mines of Raw Materials Division and its 
headquarters at Calcutta are paying canteen allowances as 
under. 

(a) RMD Head Quarters ... Rs. 12.00 } 

(b) Maghataburu ... Rs. 15.50} Per day 

(c) Kiriburu ... Rs. 15.50}actual 

(d) Bhawanathpur ... Rs. 15.50}atten- 

dance 

4. The denial of canteen allowance to the 2nd Party- 
workmen at par with the employees of other mines and 
RMD headquarters is highly illegal, arbitrary and discrimi¬ 
natory. During pendency of this reference the 1 st Party- 
Management most clandestinely and hurriedly signed the 
settlement behind the back of the 2nd Party-Union for 
payment of Us. 6 per day of actual working days as 
canteen allowance which is lower than the amount paid to 
the similarly situated workers in other mines or mines of 
the RMD headquarters. It is interesting to note that the 
employees of RMD headquarters at Calcutta, who have no 
contribution for production in mines and only perform 
coordinating job and office work are paid canteen allow¬ 
ance at Rs. 12 per day. The Raw Materials Division being 
one of the units of SAIL with different mines undo 1 its 
control denying the workers of Barsua Iron Mines the ben¬ 
efits of canteen allowance at par with other mines and RMD 
headquarters at Calcutta amounts to discrimination and 
anti labour practice. Therefore the 2nd Party-workmen are 
entitled to canteen allowance at par with the above mines 
and RMD headquarters at Calcutta from the date the em¬ 
ployees of the said mines have been granted the said 
benefits. 

5. The 1st Party-Management filed reply through 
its written statement stating that the captive mines of 
Meghatuburu, Kiriburu, Bhawanathpur then under the ad¬ 
ministrative control of Bokaro Steel Plant, Barsua Iron 
Mines, Kalta Iron Mines, Pumapani Limestone and Dolo¬ 
mite Quarry under the administrative control of Rourkela 
Steel Plant and Bolani Ores Mines under the administra¬ 
tive control of Durgapur Steel Plant were kept undo- the 
adminis trative control of Raw Materials Division. Against 
the decision to place the administrative control of the mines 
under Raw Materials Division, the operating unions of 


Rourkela Steel Plant namely Rourkela Shramik Sangh and 
Rourkela Mazdoor Sabha filed writ petitions in die High 
Court of Orissa which were dismissed. During the pen¬ 
dency of the writ petition the 1st Party-Management was 
under compulsion to follow the policy/rules of Rourkela 
Steel Plant to avoid any contempt of court. Under the Mines 
Act, 1952 the Management is statutorily required to run 
canteen to provide tea, snacks and food items on subsi¬ 
dized rate to the workmen of the establishment. With the 
rumupg of canteen, no canteen allowance was being paid 
to the employees. The 2nd Party-Union has no mass 
following whereas Rourkela Mazdoor Sabha, another rec¬ 
ognized Union of Barsua Iron Mine is having sizeable 
number of followers in the mines. Both the aforesaid Unions 
demanded canteen allowances for the workmen engaged 
in the establishment of the 1st Party-Management. After 
having several discussions with the recognized Union 
canteen allowance at die rate of Rs. 6 per day was settled 
to be paid to the employees in lieu of the canteen facilities 
with effect from 1-4-2000 and the employees have received 
payments on this score. The Rourkela Steel Plant had in 
fact introduced canteen allowance at the rate of Rs. 6 per 
day with effect from 1-4-1999. The same was taken as basis 
of settlement for Barsua Iron Mines, Kiliburu Iron Mines 
and Purunapani Lime &Dolomite Quarry mines. The 
erstwhile captive mines of die steel plants were enjoying 
die benefits attached to their respective steel plants. The 
conditions of service oftheemployees working therein are 
different from min e to mine based on the plant to which 
they are attached as captive mines. Settlement with the 
recognized Union on the issue cannot be said to be high 
handed attitude of the 1st Party-Management and anti 
labour practice. The Management of Barsua Iron Mines 
has no say over the affairs of KJOM, MIOM, Bhawanathpur, 
and Head Quarters of RMD at Calcutta. The reference is 
thus not maintainable undo* the Industrial Disputes Act as 
there is no demand and refusal to constitute a dispute. 

6. In its rejoinder the 2nd Party-Union has 
challeng ed the authority of the Rourkela Mazdoor Sabha 
to enter into settlement on die ground that it was granted 
recognition by the Rourkela Steel Plant about 20 years 
back. Recognition status under the Code of Discipline is 
granted to the Union having majority support for a period 
of two years after which fresh verification of membership 
is done to ascertain the majority support and fresh recog¬ 
nition is granted. Therefore, verification of membership 
under the secret ballot has to be done after every two 
years as per instructions from the Government of India. 
Hence recognition granted to Rourkela Mazdoor Sabha 
after two years is not valid. The 1st Party-Management 
has not taken any steps for verification of membership of 
the Union. The said Union is neither a recognized Union in 
the eye of law nor it has majority support. The employees 
of different mines hold transferable post. As such if an 
employee is transferred in Kiriburu, Meghataburu and 
Bhawanathpur min es which are paying canteen allowance 
in the name of canteen subsidy at the rate of Rs. 15.50 per 
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day as per actual attendance will be financially benefited 
and if the employee from the aforesaid mines is transferred 
to Barsua Iron Mines he will suffer financial loss. 

ISSUES 

7. Following issues were settled on the pleadings of the 
parties for adjudication. 

1. Whether the reference is maintainable? 

2. Whether the action of the Management in not 
paying canteen allowances to the workmen and 
employees of the mines at par with the workmen and 
employees of Meghataburu, Kiriburu, Bhawanathpur 
and RMD Headquarters, Calcutta office employees 
is justified? 

3. If not, to what relief the workmen/employees are 
entitled? 

8. From the side of the 2nd Party-Union one Pravakar 
Mallick has been examined as W.W.I and documents 
exhibited as 1 to 10 have been filed and prayed. 

9. The 1st Party-Management has filed Sworn 
Affidavit of Shri R. K. Das, Senior Manager (Vigilance) in 
evidence and filed six number of documents proved and 
exhibited as Ext. A to B/03. 

FINDINGS 

Issue No. 1 

10. The 1st Party-Management has challenged the 
maintainability of the reference in its written statement on 
the grounds firstly that no constituents of demand and 
refusal exist here in this case to constitute a dispute under 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and secondly, that the 
1 st Party-Management is not concerned with the affairs of 
KIOM, MIOM, Bhawanathpur and RMD Head Quarters at 
Calcutta. So far as the first ground is concerned it holds no 
good as the 1st Party-Management has itself admitted in 
Para- 7 of its written statement that the 2nd Party-Union 
and Rourkela Mazdoor Sabha, the recognized Union 
demanded canteen allowance in respect of workmen 
engaged in the establishment of the 1 st Party-Management. 
Therefore it cannot be said that there was no demand for 
canteen allowance from the side of the 2nd Party-Union 
and subsequent refusal by the 1st Party-Management to 
grant canteen allowance which ultimately gave rise to 
conciliation and then referral of dispute to this Tribunal. 
The second ground is also not valid one as the 2nd Party- 
Union is simply demanding canteen allowance at par with 
KIOM, MIOM, Bhawanathpur and RMD Head Quarters at 
Calcutta which are similarly situated. In this view of the 
matter it is held that the reference is maintainable before 
this Tribunal. This issue is decided against the 1st Party- 
Manageinent. 

Issue No. II 

Undisputedly before the year 1990 different units of 
SAIL i.e. Steel Plants had separate captive mines under 
their administrative control. In the year 1990 captive mines 


were taken back from the administrative control of the 
Steel Plants and placed under the Raw Materials Division. 
The captive mines at Meghataburu, Kiriburu, and 
Bhawanathpur under the administrative control of Bokaro 
Steel Plant, Barsua Iron Mines, Kalta Iron Mines, 
Purunapani Lime Stone & Dolomite Quarry under the 
administrative control of Rourkda Steel Plant and Bolani 
Iron Mines under the administrative control of Durgapur 
Steel Plant were kept under the Administrative control of 
Raw Materials Division. All the mines were having 
independent establishments. The erstwhile captive mines 
of the plants are so far enjoying the benefits attached to 
their respective Steel Plants. The Rourkela Steel Plant had 
in fact introduced canteen allowance at the rate of Rs. 6.00 
per day with effect from I -4-1999. The same was taken as 
basis of settlement for Barsua Iron Mines, Kiriburu Iron 
Mines and Purunapani Lime Stone and Dolomite Quarry 
Mines. After negotiation with the recognized Union the 
canteen allowance was introduced in the establishment of 
the 1 st Party-Management with effect from 1 -4-2000 in lieu 
of subsidized facilities. The 1st Party-Management has no 
say over the affairs KIOM, MIOM, Bhawanathpur and 
RMD Head Quarters at Calcutta. 

12. The 2nd Party-Union has claimed canteen 
allowance at par with the workmen of other mines i.e. 
Meghataburu, Kiriburu, Bhawanathpur and RMD 
headquarters at Calcutta from the date the employees of 
the said mines have been granted the same benefit. The 
2nd Party-Union has quoted the rates of canteen allowance 
at different mines and offices in Paragraph-6 of their 
Statement of claim which are given below:— 

(a) RMD Head Quarters ... Rs. 12.00 

(b) Maghataburu ... Rs. 15.50 Per day 

(c) Kiriburu ... Rs.l5.50actual 

(d) Bhawanathpur ... Rs. 15.50 attendance 

13. W.W. 1, Pravakar Mallick deposed to tfie same 
effect in his statement before the Tribunal. He also stated 
that a sum of Rs. 10.60 pa" day is being paid to the workers 
of Bolani Iron Mines. According to the 2nd Party-Union 
the different rates of canteen allowance being paid to 
different captive mines is,not only illegal and arbitrary but 
also discriminatory. The contention of the 1st Party- 
Management is that the conditions of service of employees 
working in different captive mines are different from min e 
to mine based on the plant to which they are attached. 
Therefore this difference cannot be said to be arbitrary or 
discriminatory. But here it has to be seen as to parity with 
which rate of canteen allowance is being claimed by the 
2nd Party- Union when rates of canteen allowance at RMD 
Headquarters at Calcutta is said to be Rs. 12.00 per day of 
actual attendance whereas at Meghataburu, Kiriburu, 
Bhawanathpur the rates are Rs. 15.50 per day of actual 
attendance and at Bolani Ore Mines it is Rs. 10.60 per day. 
The 1st Party-Management has led the evidence of 
Shri R. K. Das who has stated that in Rourkda Steel Plant 
canteen allowance has been raised from Rs. 6.00 to 
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Rs. 15.00 with effect from 1*4-2005. The same is applicable 
to Barsua Iron Mines along with other mines under the 
administrative control of RMD including RMD, Rourkela 
and Liason Office, RMD, Bhubaneswar. Ext. B/2 is the 
circular (order) of the Senior Manager (Personnel) of SAIL, 
RMD, Kolkatta dated 27-4-2005 with regard to the 
enhancement of canteen expenses from Rs. 6.00 to Rs. 15.00 
with effect from 1-4-2005. Therefore only a difference of 
0.50 paise remains to be achieved as canteen allowance by 
the 2nd Party-Union which is being paid in excess to the 
employees of captive mines of Meghataburu, Kiriburu and 
Bhawanathpur. Since canteen allowance at RMD 
Headquarters is being paid at the rate of Rs. 12.00 per day 
of actual attendance and parity with different rate of canteen 
allowances has been claimed by the 2nd Party-Union, it is 
not clear whether parity at the rate of RMD Headquarters 
or parity at the rate of Meghataburu, Kiriburu, 
Bhawanathpur Mines which are paying Rs. 15.50 per day 
of actual attendance is to be granted to the 2nd Party- 
Union? The 1st Party-Management has raised this issue 
by saying that when there is no parity in payment of 
canteen allowance in the mines and RMD Headquarters 
with whom the 2nd Party-workmen claim parity the claim of 
the 2nd Party-Union cannot be allowed being Untenable. 
Hence, there is no specified demand in the eye of law. The 
contention holds good. How can parity be granted when 
there is no parity in payment of canteen allowance in various 
captive mines? Thus the demand of parity itself becomes 
fallacious and redundant. Therefore the action of the 1st 
Party-Management in not paying canteen allowance to the 
2nd Party-workmen and employees of the mines at par with 
the workmen and employees of Meghataburu, Kiriburu, 
Bhawanathpur Mines and RMD headquarters, Calcutta 
office employees cannot be described as illegal, unjustified, 
arbitrary and discriminatory. This issue is 
accordingly decided against the 2nd Party-Union. 

Issue No. Ill 

14. In view of the findings given under Issue No. 11 
the 2nd Party-workmen are not entitled to the relief claimed. 

15. Reference is answered accordingly. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 

J. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer 
24^1#, 2011 
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New Delhi, the 24th January, 2011 

S.O. 586.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 41/2002) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Mumbai-2 now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Mumbai Port Trust and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 24-01 -2011. 

[ No. L-30011 /28/2001 -IR (M)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL No. 2, MUMBAI. 

PRESENT: K. B. KATAKE, Presiding Officer 

REFERENCE No. CGIT-2/41OF2002 

EMPLOYERS IN RELATION TO THE MANAGEMENT 
OF MUMBAI PORTTRUST 

The Chairman, 

Mumbai Port Trust, 

Shoorji Vallabhdas Road, 

Ballard Estate, 

Mumbai 400 038. 

AND 

Their Workmen 
The Secretary, 

Transport and Dock Workers Union, 

P. D’mello Bhavan, 

P. D’ mello Road, Camac Bunder, 

Mumbai-400038. 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Employer : Mr. M. B. Auchan, Advocate. 

For the Workmen : Mr. J. H. Sawant, Advocate. 

Mumbai, dated 12th November. 2010. 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment by its Order No. L-31011 /28/2001 -IR(M) dated 
1-5-2002 in exercise of the powers conferred by clasue (d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2 (A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred the 
following industrial dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication: 

“Whether the action of the management of Mumbai 
Port Trust in recovering compensation towards 
non-vacation of quarters in respect of 7 employees 
namely S/Sh. D. Y. Sarode, Tindel, K. M. Pojari, 
Hatch Usman, Dock Clerk and Krishna T. Salian, 
Tindel is legal and justified? If not, what relief the 
workmen are entitled to?” 
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2. Claim Statement is filed by the second party 
through its Joint Secretary at Ex.-7 stating and contending 
that, the Management first party unlawfully and 
unauthorisedly recovered from the wages, arrears payment 
and settlement dues in respect of these concerned seven 
workmen the following amount on the plea of recovery of 
compensation for alleged unauthorised use and 
occupation or erstwhile BDLB quarters by these workmen 
viz D.Y. Sarode Rs. 30,849.80, K.M.Pujari Rs.20,942.87, 

R. S. JaiswalRs. 71,326.96, SitaramMahangiRs. 26,693.03, 

S. M.Jadhav Rs. 39,163.78, Shaikh Usman Rs. 1,49,928.48 
and KnshnaT. SalianRs.45,201.54. It is case of the second 
party Union that the action of the management in 
recovering the above amounts from the wages, arrears 
payments and from the settlement dues in respect of the 
above named workmen is illegal and unjustified and is in 
violation of principles of natural justice, in contravention 
of the provisions made under the Industrial Disputes Act, 

1947 as well as Payment of Wages Act, 1936. It is case of 
the second party union that, it amounts to unfair labour 
practice on the part of the Management. According to 
them, the said workmen are entitled to receive the said 
amounts with 18% interest and officers of the management 
responsible for such unauthorized and unlawful 
deductions are liable for severe punishments. It is therefore, 
prayed by the second party Union to hold the action of 
the first party in recovering the above amounts as illegal 
and unjustified and the concerned workmen are entitled 
to receive the said amounts with 18% interest thereon and 
the officers responsible for such recoveries are liable to 
be penalized heavily. 

3. First party resisted the statement of claim vide 
their written statement Ex-8 stating and contending that 
the concerned workmen were allottees of residential 
quarters at Ex-Bombay Dock Labour Board Colonies. They 
sub-leted their quarters to other employees/outsiders and 
thus violated the provision of Regulation 21 of the MBPT 
Employees’ (Allotment and Occupancy of Residential 
Regulation) 1975. It is case of the first party that said 
workmen were only licensee and not tenants and hence 
they were liable to vacate the respective quarters after the 
order of cancellation. It is case of the first party, before 
ordering them to vacate the quarters, notices of 
cancellation of allotment of quarters were issued to each 
of them as required under the regulations indicating that 
on failure to deliver up the vacant possession of the 
quarters allotted to them, they shall have to pay 
compensation for use and occupation of quarters from the 
date on which the cancellation became effective till the 
date of actual vacation at the rate fixed for the same. It is 
case of the first party that inspite of the receipt of 
cancellation notices, the employees continued to stay in 
the quarters unauthorisedly. It is case of the first party 
that these employees overstayed in the quarters. Therefore, 
recovery of compensation for use and occupation of the 
residences and other charges were deducted from their 
salary, as direct recovery of compensation for unauthorized 
use and occupation of quarters and other charges as 


permissible in terms of notices of cancellation, as 
permissible under clause (D) of sub-clause (2) of Section 7 
of the Payment of Wages Act, 1936. It is case of the first 
party that, the Bombay Dock Labour Board had merged 
with the Mumbai Port Trust on 1-3-1994 and on merger, 
the registered workers of the Ex. BDLB were absorbed 
with the Mumbai Port Trust and that upon absorption as 
a separate entity the BDLB employees/registered workers 
would accept all the conditions of employment as are 
presently applicable to the employees of the Mumbai Port 
Trust in all respects including over time and house rent 
allowances, recovery of rent etc. and they will be subject 
to all rules, bye-laws, regulations of service conditions 
applicable to the regular employees of Mumbai Port Trust 
in terms of clause (i) and (xviii) of the Memorandum of 
settlement dated 25-1-1994 aod clauses (vii) and (viii) of 
the Memorandum of Agreement dated 13-12-1991. 

4. It is case of the first party that Ex-BDLB 
employees on absorption are governed by the same set of 
rules and regulations of the Mumbai Port Trust and in 
1997, this Tribunal by its judgement dated 28-11-1997 
dismissed some applications under Section 33 C (2) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, filed by Ex-BDLB employees 
in application Nos.LC-2/8,9,10 and 11 of 1995 for getting 
over time for working beyond 6 & 1/2 hours per day and 
for monetary benefits for working on Saturdays and 
Sundays which are paid holidays as not maintainable 
upholding the contentions of the Port Administration that 
the employees of the erstwhile Bombay Dock Labour 
Board are to accept all the conditions of employment as 
are applicable to the employees of MBPT in all respects in 
accordance with the four clauses mentioned herein. It is 
case of the first party that the unauthorized occupation of 
quarters after cancellations of the same and refusal to pay 
compensation for use and occupation of quarters and other 
charges, therefore, is essentially is a misconduct on the 
part of the employees. It is contended by the first party 
that the matter of recovery of compensation for 
unauthorized overstay by the employees was not referred 
to the Estate Officer under Section 7 of the Public Premises 
(Eviction of unauthorized occupations) Act, 1971. It is 
further contended by the first party that direct recovery of 
compensation for unauthorized use and occupation of 
quarters and other charges is permissible in terms of 
Regulation 21 of the MBPT Employees (Allotment & 
Occupancy of Residential) Regulation, 1975. It is therefore, 
contended by the first party that it has recovered the 
compensation from employees concerned in the above 
reference after following all the rules and regulations 
applicable to the MBPT Employees and is therefore, legal 
and justified and such deductions are also permissible 
under clause (d) of sub-section (2) of Section 7 of the 
Payment of Wages Act, 1936 and its action is legal and 
justified and pray that the reference be rejected. 

5. Rejoinder is filed by the Joint Secretary of the 
second party Union at Ex.-9 repeating the same story as 
made in Claim Statement and denying the contentions 
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raised by the first party in their Written Statement which 
are contrary to the statement of claim. 

6. In view of the above pleadings, following issues 
were framed by my Learned Predecessors at Ex-10, which 
I answer as under: 

Issues 

1. Whether the action of the management of Mumbai 
Port Trust in recovering compensation towards 
non-vacation of quarters in respect of 7 employees 
namely S/Sh. D.Y. Sarode, K. M. Pujari, R. S. Jaiswal 
Sitaram Mahangi, S. M. Jadhav, Shaikh Usman and 
Krishna T. Salian is legal and justified? 

2. What relief the workmen are entitled? 

Reasons 

Issue No. 1: 

7. In the case at hand, the seven workmen were 
admitedly in the service of Mumbai Port Trust. They were 
allotted residential quarters. During the course of surprise 
inspection, it was found that these workmen have sub¬ 
letted their respective quarters to some others. Therefore, 
the management of Mumbai Port Trust have cancelled the 
allotment and asked the respective workmen to pay the 
charges for occupying the quarters even after cancellation 
of their respective allotments. It is a fact that, as these 
workers have not deposited the charges of the quarters, 
the management deducted the charges from their wages 
and arrears of payment. According to the workmen, the 
said recovery of compensation for alleged unauthorized 
use and occupation of BDLB quarters was illegal action 
on the part of the management. According to them, neither 
they were served with show cause notice nor any 
opportunity of hearing was given to them. It amount to 
violation of principles of natural justice. In this respect, 
the learned advocate for the management has submitted 
with list Ex-20 page Nos. 1 to 16 the copies of the notices 
with signature/thumb impression of the respective 
workman for having received the show cause notice. From 
these office copies of the notices it is clear that show 
cause notices were given to the respective workmen. After 
hearing the workmen, the concerned officer cancelled the 
allotment of respective workers. Thereafter the order of 
cancellation was also sawed on each of the worker and 
they were directed to pay the compensation for occupying 
the quarters unauthorisedly after the order of cancellation. 
The cancellation orders were served on the workmen. 
Office copies thereof are with list Ex-19 page 1 to 13. Some 
of the employees have made application to the President „ 
of Mumbai Port Trust and requested to cancel the orders 
of cancellation of residential quarters. Their 
representation/appeal to Chairman/President, Mumbai 
Port Trust copies thereof is on record with Ex-19 of page 

15 to 18. The Chairman has dismissed their appeals. 

8. From the facts and circumstances on record, it is 
revealed that the residential quarters allotted to the 
respective workers, were found occupied by some others 


therefore, these seven workmen were served with show 
cause notices. After hearing them, the order was passed 
and their respective allotments were cancelled. Four of 
the workers have preferred appeals. The copies of their 
appeals are at Ex-19 page 15 to 18. Their appeals were also 
dismissed. In this background, the plea of the workmen 
does not stand to the reasons that they were not served 
with notice and no opportunity was given to them of being 
heard. There was no violation of principles of natural 
justice. The inquiry was just and proper. 

9. For the facts and circumstances on record, it is 
also revealed that these workers haveretained possession 
of their quarters even after cancellation of their respective 
allotment. Therefore, they were liable to pay the 
compensation and water charges, etc. to the Mumbai Port 
Trust. In the circumstances, I hold that the action of 
management of Mumbai Port Trust is just and proper. 
Therefore, it needs no interference. Accordingly, I decide 
issue no. 1 in the affirmative. Consequently I hold that the 
workmen are not entitled to any relief Accordingly I decide 
issue no. 2 in the negative and proceed to pass the 
following order: 

ORDER 

The action of the management of Mumbai Port Trust 

in recovering the compensation from their seven 

employees referred above is just, proper and legal. 

Dated 12-11-2010 

K. B. KATAKE, Presiding Officer 
af 24 2011 
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New Delhi, the 24th January, 2011 

S.O. 587.—-In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 16/94) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Mumbai now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Jawahar Lai Nehru Port Trust and 
their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 24-1-2011. 

[ No. L-31011/3G/92-IR (M)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL No. 1, MUMBAI. 

JUSTICE G S. SARRAF, Presiding Officer 
REFERENCE No. CGIT-16 of 1994 

Parties: Employers in relation to the management of 
Jawaharlal Nehru Port Trust 

AND 

Their Workmen 
APPEARANCES: 

For the Management : Shri S. Amdoskar 

Management Representative 

For the Union : Shri. J. P. Sawant, Advocate 

State : Maharashtra 

Mumbai, dated 29th day of December, 2010 
AWARD 

This is a reference made by the Central Government 
in exercise of its powers under clause (d) of sub-section 1 
of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (The 
Act for short) vide Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi Order No. L-31011/30/92-IR(Misc) 
dt. 20-1 -1994. The terms of reference given in the schedule 
areas follows: 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Jawaharlal Nehru Port Trust in not absorbing the 
workmen as per the Annexure A-J on the permanent 
roll of the J.N.P.T. and thus depriving them of their 
wages and other service conditions applicable to 
regular workmen is legal and justified? If not, what 
relief the workmen are entitled to ?” 

2. An application has been filed on behalf of the 
representative of the workmen wherein it has been stated 
that the management constituted a Committee of Trustees 
of J.N.P.T. in connection with regulation of service 
conditions of contract labour deployed in J.N.P.T. and the 
Committee of Trustees has submitted its report on 
21-3-2005 and the Management has accepted the said 
report and the dispute is otherwise resolved. It has 
therefore, prayed that the reference may be disposed of 
for want of prosecution. 

3. Learned counsel for the Management has no 

objection. 

4. In view of the prayer made on behalf of the 
workmen, this reference stands disposed of for want of 
prosecution. 

JUSTICE G S. SARRAF, Presiding Officer 
24 2011 
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New Delhi, the 24th January, 2011 

S.O. 588. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award [Ref. No. 5(c)/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Patna now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of M/s. Kailash StoneWorks M/s. R.R.S. 
& Co. and their workmen, which was received by the 
Central Government on 24-01-2011. 

[ No. L-29011/44/2006-IR(M)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, SHRAM BHAWAN, BAILEY ROAD, 
PATNA 

REFERENCE CASE No. 5 (C) of2006 

Between the Management of M/s. R.R.S. & Comapny and 
M/s. Kailash Stone Works, Rep. by Sh. Roehal Das, 
Sindhipara, Pakur and their workmen represented by the 
General Secretary, Quarry Workers Union, P.O. & Dist. 
Pakur, Jharkhand, Pakur. 

For the Management: Shri D. K. Jha & Shri Birendra 
Kumar Jha Vice President and 
Assistant Secretary of Traders 
& Manufacturers Association, 
Bihar. 

For the Workmen: Shri Subash Chandra Ray & 

Shri Sunil Kumar Singh, 
Representatives of the Quarries 
Worker’s Union, Pakur. 

Present: Shri Harish Chandra Singh, 

Presiding Officer, Industrial 
Tribunal, Patna. 

AWARD 

Patna, dated the 22nd December, 2010 

By adjudication order No. L-29011/44/2006 IR(M) 
dated 14-09-2006, the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi in exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section(2A) of Section 10 
of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter called ‘the 
Act’ for brevity) has referred the dispute between the 
management of M/s. R.R.S. & Company and M/s. Kailash 
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Stone works, Rep. by Sh. Rochal Das, Sindhipara, Pakur 
and their workmen represented by the General Secretary, 
Quarry Workers Union, P.O. & Distt. Pakur, Jharkhand- 
Pakur to this Tribunal for adjucation on the following: 

“Whether the action of the management of 

M/s. Kailash Stone Works and M/s. R.R.S. & Co. 

Pakur in terminating the services of 32 workmen i.e. 

S/Sh. Rajat Purotihar and 31 others (As per list 

attached) and non-payment of legal dues is 

justified? If not, to what relief the workmen are 

entitled to ?” 

2. On notice workmen through General Secretary, 
Quarries Worker’s Union, Pakur, Jharkhand appeared and 
filed their written statement. Management also appeared 
and filed their written statement. The case of the workmen 
is that all the 32 workmen (Rajat Purotihar and 31 others as 
per list attached with the reference) had been working for 
M/s. Kailash Stone Works and M/s. R.R.S & Company, 
Pakur for 5 to 35 years continuously. They were 
discharging their respective duties and responsibilities, 
dilligently and honestly. The management stopped the 
payment of Bonus in the year, 2000. Later on from the 
month of June, 2005 payment of monthly salary of these 
workmen was also stopped. However inspite of 
opperessing and harassing attitude of the management of 
workmen continued to work. Several request for salary 
and other dues were made to the management but no heed 
was paid by the management. Finding no other way the 
workmen approached their union, called Quarries Worker’s 
Union, Pakur. The said union raised an Industrial Dispute 
before the Regional Commissioner (Central Govt.) by their 
letter No. 2058/05 dated 28-12-2005. A letter bearing No. 
2061/05 dated 31-12-2005 was also sent by the union to 
the management requesting them to pay Bonus and 
monthly salary, which was due the workmen. On the basis 
of letter No. 2058/05 dated 28-12-2005, Regional 
Commission (Central), Patna started conciliation 
proceeding and sent notice to the management and the 
union for conciliation proceeding. The management did 
not attend the conciliation proceeding for two dates and 
on 3rd date management appeared and contended that 
relevant documents relating to the workmen which were 
sought by the Regional Commissioner by his letter 2/54/ 
2005-RRC dated 31-1-2006 were burnt. The Regional 
Commissioner could not be able to decide the matter due 
to non-co-operation by the management and lastly the 
Regional Commissioner forwarded the dispute to the 
secretary to the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi, who ultimately referred the matter to this 
Tribunal for adjication. Further case of the union is that 
management had not been contributing to the Provident 
Fund of the several workmen. Further the case of the 
union is that management had given a written undertaking 
to the union on 4-7-2005 to pay all the dues of the 
workmen till 9-7-2005, but that obligation was not 
fulfilled. Subsequently an additional Written Statement 
was filed on behalf of the workmen through the General 


Secretary of Ihe union. In this additional written statement 
it was stated that termination on of service of these 
workmen by the management is illegal and arbitrary act of 
the management. With the view to give a colour of 
justification to the illegal termination of these workmen 
the management began to proclaim falsely that these 
workmen have resigned from their post. The case of the 
workmen is that one A. C. Pandey alias Ashim Pandey 
alias A. K. Pandey procured the signature of workmen on 
several blank papers saying that he would persuade the 
management to give their due Bonus and salary and later 
on the said blank papers were fradulently manipulated 
and fabricated as so called resignation letter of these 
workmen. The case of the workmen is that their signatures 
were obtained by said A. K. Pandey on blank papers in 
deceitful and ffadulent manner assuring them that these 
papers would be used to persuade the management for 
settlement of their dues. But these papers were converted 
deceitfully and fradulently as so called resignation 
letter. Further the case of the workmen is that later on A. 
K. Pandey began to proclaim that he is Chairman of 
Jharkhan Mazdoor Morcha. This is speceific case of the 
workmen that they never authorised A. K. Pandey or 
Jhaikhan Mazdoor Morcha for representing them in the 
dispute with the management. It is alleged that said A. K. 
Pandey is Agent of the management and presenting himself 
as Agent of the management he fradulently persuaded 
the workmen to believe that he was sympathetic to them 
and was trying to solve their problems and thus obtained 
the signature of the workmen on the blank papers and 
letter on manoeuvred deceitfully those paper to help the 
management. The case of the workmen is that they never 
resigned from their services and their termination is illegal. 

3. The case of the management as stated in their 
written statement is that the workmen themselves tendered 
their resignation from service on 12-11-2005 and left working 
since then. Thereafter workmen got their cases espoused 
through their union namely Jharkhand Mazdoor Morcha, 
Pakur before the Regional Commissioner(C), Patna vide 
union’s letter dated 19- 11-2005. Subsequently there was 
a Bipartite Settlement between the workmen and the 
management on 23-11-2005 for payment of all legal dues 
of the workemen. Workmen received 1st instalment of 
legal dues on 23-11-2005 to tune of Rs. 1,50,000.00 (Rs. 
one lac fifty thousand) only. Subsequently the 
management made payment of four more instalments of 
legal dues on 13-3-2006 & 20-5-2006. According to 
Bipartite Settlement dated 23-11-2005 there was an 
agreement that the management would dear all legal dues 
to each staff. Rs. 1,50,000.00 was to be given as 1st 
instalment and rest payment of Rs. 1,00,000.00 was to be 
paid in the first week of every month till their all legal dues 
were clear. A period of 18 months was fixed for this 
purpose. All the workmen signed the Bipartite Settlement 
alongwith Sri A. C. Pandey, President of their union, who 
had espoused Industrial Dispute before the Regional 
Labour Commissioner (Central), Patna. The case of the 
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management is that management is willing and ready to 
fulfill their obligation arising out of Bipartite 
Settlement. After this Bipartite Settlement dated 
23-11 -2005 Regional Labour Commissioner (C), Patna was 
requested to close the case. The case of the management 
is that since Industrial Dispute was raised by Jharkhand 
Mazdoor Morcha, through its President Sri A. C. Pandey, 
there was hardly any justification for raising the same 
Industrial Dispute by another union, namely Quarries 
Worker s Union, Pakur. A plea has been taken in written 
statement that the claim of the workmen is hit by the 
principle of resjudicata. There is no relationship of 
employer and employees between the management and 
the workmen in view of their resignation dated 12-11 -2005, 
and Bipartite Settlement dated 23-11-2005 for payment of 
all legal dues. The case of the management is that workmen 
were not terminated from their service and this is not a 
case of termination of service because workmen themselves 
resigned from service on 12-11 -2005. The workmen have 
committed fraud by raising Industrial Dispute after then- 
resignation and settlement of their legal dues in Bipartite 
S ettlement. Therefore the claim of the workmen is fit to be 
rejected. The management have denied the settlement 
made by workmen in each and every paragraph of their 
written statement specifically and insisted repeatedly that 
the workmen resigned on 12-11-2005 and there was 
Bipartite Settlement dated 23-11-2005 forpayment oftheir 
legal dues. The allegations regarding non-payment of 
contribution towards Provident Fund of some of the 
employees has also been denied and it is submitted that 
this can not be subject matter of this reference. Another 
written statement has been filed by the management as 
rejoinder to the additional written statement filed by the 
workmen. It has been stated that workmen were member 
of Trade Union led by A. C. Pandey and all the allegations 
against him are false and mischievious. 

4. On the basis of pleadings of the parties following 
points emerge in this case for decision 

(i) Whether termination of services of the 32 
workmen is justified ? 

(ii) Whether non-payment of legal dues is 
justified ? 

(iii) To what relief the workmen are entitled to ? 

5. At the very outset it was argued on behalf of the 
management that the reference itself is bad. There was no 
industrial dispute in existence. The Government made this 
reference in mechanical way without any application of 
mind. There was no material before the Government to 
indicate that there was any demand raised by the workmen 
or the union before management and refusal of the said 
demand by the management. I do not find' any merit in 
t h is argument. Once a reference is made this tribunal has 
no jurisdiction to examine if the reference is bad or 
good. This tribunal can not go behind the reference. The 
tribunal is obliged to answer the reference. Moreover, this 

i s a case of termination of service of 32 workmen by the 
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management. Firstly the management stopped the 
payment of salary to the workmen. Later on their services 
were discontinued under the garb of 
resignation. Workmen have challenged the genuinness 
of the resignation. Obviously, there is industrial dispute. 

6. Firstly I take up the issue of termination of sevices 
of 32 workmen. The case of the management is that 
services of 32 workmen were not terminated. They 
resigned voluntarily on 12-11-2005 and stopped their, 
work. They espoused their cases through their union 
namely Jharkhand Mazdoor Morcha, Pakur before the 
Regional Labour Commissioner vide letter dated 
19-11-2005. Subsequently on 23-11-2005 there was a 
Bipartite Settlement and the management agreed to play 
all their legal dues in instalments. Some instalment were 
paid by the management and received by the 
woriemen. The case of the management is that this is not 
a case of termination of service but this is a case of 
resignation and workmen left their job voluntarily and now 
there is no relationship of Master and Servant between 
the company and the workmen. To the contrary the case 
of the workmen is that they did not resign. Resignation 
letter is not genuine and it is forged. Thor case is that the 
management stopped payment to the workmen from the 
month of June, 2005. The workmen continued their work 
and kept requesting the management to pay their due 
salary but it was not heard. Workmen raised their 
grievance of non-payment of salary through their union 
called Quarries Worker’s Union, Pakur. The management 
gave written undertaking to the union on 4-7-2005 that the 
management shall pay all the dues of the workmen till 
19-7-2005. However the management failed to discharge 
the aforesaid undertaking. It is specific case of the 
workmen that the management incollusion with A.C. 
Pandey alias Ashim Pandey alias A. K. Pandey obtained 
the signature of the workmen on several blanks papers in 
deceitful manner. Said A. C. Pandey alias Ashim Pandey 
alias A. K. Pandey said that he would persuade the 
management to give their salary and obtained signature 
of the workmen on blank papers. Later on these blank 
papers were deceitfully and fradulently manupulated as 
resignation letter. This specific case of the workmen that 
they are not members of Jharkhand Mazdoor Morcha and 
said A. C. Pandey alias Ashim Pandey alias A. K. Pandey 
is not their leader rather he is agent of the management. 

7. Thus in this case the factum of resignation is 
disputed. So called resignation letter has been produced 
by the management. There are two resignation 
letters. One is hand written and marked Ext. M. Two 
signatures thereon i.e. signatures of Tannu Shekh and 
Uttam Kumar are marked Exts. M/15 and M/20 
respectively. Then there is another resignation 
letter. Signature of Raju Singh on that resignation letter is 
marked Ext. M/9. This resignation letter is computer printed 
letter. Hand written resignation letter bears signature am! 
thumb impresson of 3 8 workmen, whereas computer printed 
resignation letter bears the signature and thumb impression 
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of 41 workmen including the signature and thumb 
impression of those whose signature and thumb 
impression are already there on Ext. M. Existence of two 
resignation letters creats doubt about the genuinness of 
the resignation letters. The management has not 
explained as to how these two resignation letters came 
into existence. M.W.l Vimalendra Kumar has proved 
resignation letter Ext. M. He has simply stated that there 
are signatures and thumb impression of the workmen on 
the resignation letters. But he has not stated that as to 
who wrote the contents of the resignation letters and 
whether workmen signed the same or put their thumb 
impression thereon in his presence. Another witness 
M. W.2 Dayal Das is owner of the company. His evidence 
is self contradictoiy. He has stated that workmen resigned 
voluntarily but in the second sentance he has stated that 
there was pressure of the management on the workmen to 
give resignation. In his cross-examination he stated that 
the resignation letter was in English. He did not know as 
to who typed the same. He did not verily the same from 
the workmen. Similar is the evidence of M.W. 3, M.W. 4 
and M.W. 5 about resignation. 

8. Workmen have examined 8 witnesses. W.W.l, 
Raju Singh, W.W.2-Ajramul Shekh, W.W.3-Tannu. Shekh, 
W.W.4, Allimudin Shekh, W.W.5-Uttam Kumar Hazra, 
W.W.6, Zalwa Shekh, W.W.7, Mirrudin all are 
workmen. They have stated that they never 
resigned. They were not members of Jharkhand Mazdoor 
Morcha. Ashim Pandey alias A. C. Pandey alias A. K. 
Pandey was not their leader and their signature on 
resignation was obtained by fraud. W.W.l Raju Singh 
admitted his signature Ext. M/9 but said that the signature 
was obtained fradulentty. W.W.2 Ajramul Shekh has 
stated specifically that he did not sign any resignation 
letter. 

9. Evidence of W.W.8 Bijay Kumar is very 
important. He is Assistant Secretary of Quarries Worker’s 
Union, Pakur. He has stated that his union i.e. Quarries 
Worker’s Union, Pakur represented the workmen of R.R.S. 
& Kailash Stone Works. Bonus and salary of workmen 
was stopped by the management. Union office bearers 
and representatives of workmen met owner Dayal Das and 
Manager, Ramashankar. The management gave one 
undertaking in writting to make payment of all the dues 
within fifteen days and by 19-7-2005. They assured to 
make payment of Rs. 4,50,000.00 (Rs. four lacs fifty 
thousand) only. This assurance was given in writting and 
it was addressed to Dashrath Mishra, General Secretary, 
Quarries Worker’s Union, Pakur. The assurance and 
undertaking given by the management in writing is Ext. 
W/l. photocopy of the same document has been marked 
Ext. W. However this commitment was not 
honoured. When the payment was not made, Dashrath 
Mishra wrote a letter to the Regional Labour Commissioner 
on 28-12-2005, copy of which is Ext W/2. When the union’s 
leader talked with the owner, he said that the workmen had 
resigned, union leader Dashrath Mishra requested the 
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owner to show the resignation letter. This request was 
made in writing vide letter dated 31-12-2005 (Ext. W/4). 
There was direction by the Regional Labour Commissioner 
to make payment by 12-1-2006 but the payment was not 
made. Again union wrote a letter to the Regional Labour 
Commissioner, on 17-1-2006, which is Ext. W/5.12-1-2006 
and 30-1-2006 were the dates fixed before the Regional 
Labour Commissioner, but the owner did not 
appear. Dashrath Miatfra appeared for the workmen. A 
notice was sent by the Regional Labour Commissioner to 
the owner to produce documents. 

10. It obvious from the evidence of W.W.6 Vijay 
Kumar Jha that Quarries Worker’s Union was representing 
the workmen of the industries under reference. The 
management gave written assurance to the General 
Secretary of the said unidn to make payment of dues of 
the workmen on 4-7-2000, which is Ext. W/l. Thus the 
plea of the management that workmen were represented 
by Jharkhand Mazdoor Morcha, Pakur can not believed. 
A. C. Pandey or A. K. Pandey, according to the 
management espoused the cause of the workmen for the 
first time on 23-11-2005 and prior to feat i.e. 12-11-2005 the 
workmen had electively resigned. Ext. W/l is a document 
dated 4-7-2005 which clearly shows without any doubt 
that the interest of the workmen was being looked after by 
Quarries Worker’s Union, Pakur and fee management was 
also dealing with the same union. Therefore subsequently 
repersentation by another union and leader of another 
union appears to be doubtful and it appears to be only a 
story concocted by the management to take a defence 
that workmen resigned. The story of resignation appears 
to be doubtfiil and not credible for another reason also 
that so called resignation letter is not one resignation letter 
rather there are two resignation letters by the same set of 
workmen. One is hand written and without any date. It is 
written in English. Another is computer printed. On this 
resignation letter dated 12-11-2005 is written by 
pen. Contents of both the resignation letters are same 
and identical with the same set of workmen. In the 
computer printed resignation letter four more names have 
been added by pen. In computer printed resignation letter 
there are names of 41 workmen but there are thumb 
impression and signature of the only 35 workmen. The 
existence of two resignation letters has not been explained 
by the management. Under this circumstances I am 
inclined to believe the plea of the workmen that their 
signature was obtained fradulently, which was later on 
used to fabricate resignation letter. Therefore the 
resignation letter is not genuine. 

11. It has been argued with emphasis by the 
management feat after resignation when the workmen left 
the work and their cause was espoused by A. C. Pandey 
of Jharkhand Mazdoor Morcha, there was negotiation on 
23-11-2005 and settlement in presence of A. C. Pandey, 
President of Jharkhand Mazdoor Morcha. That settlement 
is Ext. M/2. The management agreed to make payment of 
all legal dues of each staff @ Rs. 1,50,000.00 (Rs. one lac 
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fifty thousand) only in instalments. First instalment was 
paid on same day and remaining instalments were paid 
later on. The management has proved a few signature of 
the workmen to show that payments were made. These 
signature are Ext.M/9 to M/21. 1 have already held in 
forgoing paragraph that workmen were being represented 
by Quarries Worker’s Union, Pitkin under the leadership 
of Dashrath Mishra. The management also recognised 
that union and gave written undertaking to that union in 
the month of July, 2005 to. make payment of all the dues of 
the workmen. Therefore the story created by the 
management that Jharkhand Mazdoor Morcha and its 
President A. C. P.indey espoused the cause ofthe workmen 
in the month of November, 2005 and there was a settlement 
under his leadership can not be believed. It is important 
to mention here that said A. G. Pandey alias A. K. Pandey 
was named as a witness by the management in the list of 
witnesses submitted by the management but for the 
reasons best know to the management he was not 
examined. An attempt was made by the management to 
implead A C. Pandey as party to this reference and send a 
notice to hint. This prayer for addition of party to the 
proceeding was rejected by this Tribunal vide order dated 
4-10-2007. Under these circumstances the story of 
resignation by the workmen on 12-11-2005 and subsequent 
settlement and agreement on 23-11-2005 can not be 
believed. On the very face of it the story brought forward 
by the management appears to be improbable. Why 
should all tlie workmen resignation without any reason 
and then after seven days espouse there cause through a 
leader. Then after five days (23-11 -2005) there is a Bipartite 
Settlement and management not only agrees to make 
payment of all the dues of workmen but also makes 
payment of first instalment on the same date unbelievable 
fast and quick sequence of these events considered in the 
light of two resignation letters as also the part played by 
A. C. Pandey make whole story put forward by the 
management highly improbable. 

12. It was argued on behalf of the management that 
tlie workmen were signatory to the Bipartite Settlement 
dated 23 -11 -2005 and the s ame is binding upon them. That 
settlement can not be challeged in this proceeding. The 
Bipartite Settlement can not be subject matter of this 
proceeding. I do not find any merit in this argument. In 
tliis case the Bipartite Settlement is not under challeged or 
m question. Bipartite Settlement in this case is not an 
admitted fact. The fact of Bipartite Settlement has been 
placed by the management as a defence to the reference 
in which termination of services of. 32 workmen is in 
question. The case of the workmen is that so called 
Bipartite Settlement is a forged document prepared on tire 
basis of signature of workmen obtained in decietful manner 
and fradulently. In such circumstances where Bipartite 
settlement is alleged to be a forged documents and there 
is evidence to that effect as such there is no question to 
rely upon tlie same. 

13. It was argued on behalf of the management that 
the workmen in question were members of Jharkhand 


Mazdoor Morcha under the leadership of A.C. Pandey and 
there is 110 evidence that they were member of Quarries 
Worker’s Union. Therefore it was argued, Quarries 
Worker’s Union has no legal right to raise the dispute. It 
was Jtrgucd that no documentary evidence hits been filed 
to prove that the workman in question were members of 
Quarries Worker’s Union. This argument is also without 
any merit. The managment dealt with tlie Quarries Worker’s 
Uition and gave written undertaking to Sri Dashrath Mishra 
of Quarries Worker ’s Union to pay all the dues of tlie 
workmen in question by 19-7-2005 vide Ext.W/1. This 
document is evidence of the fact that Quarries Worker’s 
Union was recognised by the management and that union 
was representing the cause of the workmen in question. 

14. It was argued on behalf ofthe managment with 
reference to Ext.M/9 to Ext.M/21 that settlement dated 
23-11 -2005 between the managment and woiknien was acted 
upon. Payments were made in accordance with Bipartite 
Settlement and the same were accepted by the workmen. 
Signature of some of workmen in lieu of receipt of money 
have been proved. It was argued on behalf of the 
management that having received money in the light of 
Bipartite Settlement dated 23-11-2005, the workmen have 
accepted the position that they have resigned and that 
they me not in the service of tlie company. Thus they have 
accepted tlie fact of severence of the relationship of Master 
and Savant between the company and the workmen. As I 
have already held in forgoing paragraph that according to 
the workmen. A.C. Pandey took their signature on several 
papers fradulently and in decietful manner which were used 
to fabricate resignation letter and receipt of money, 
compensation etc. and this fact has been proved. Therefore 
any document including Ext. M/9 to M/21 based and 
fabricated on the papers upon which signature of the 
workmen woe obtained fraudulently and decietfully can 
not be used to support the story of resignation to 
subsequent settlement. There papers cannot be used as 
proof of the fact that the workmen actually received 
compensation and the Bipartite Settlement dated 23-11 -2005 
was acted upon. I do not find any force in this argument. 

15. In the light of aforesaid discussion of the facts 
circumstances and evidence of this case I Have come to 
the conclusion that the 32 workmen never resigned from 
the service of the company and their services were 
terminated illegally, in decietfull manna* by the company. 

16. Second point consideration in this case is 
Whether non-payment of legal dues of the workmen is 
justified. In this regard the case of the management is 
that after resignation of the workmen (here was Bipartite 
Settlement dated 23-11-2005. Mode of payment or dues 
of woiknien was settled in that agreement. According to 
Bipartite Settlement dated 23-11-2005 dues of workmen 
was to be paid in instalments. Four instalments were paid 
vide Ext. M/3, M/4, M/5 aftd M/8. According to Bipartite 
Settlement dated 23-11 -2005 all legal dues were to be paid 
in 14 instalments. It was argued on behalf of the 
management, the management are still ready and prepared 
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to clear all the legal dues in terms of Bipartite Settlement 
dated 23-11-2005. 

17. I have already discussed evidence in details in 
forgoing paragraphs while deciding the question of 
termination of service of workmen or their resignation and 
it has been held that signature of workmen were obtained 
in fraudulent and decietfull manner by A. C. Pandey and 
the same were used to fabricate resignation, Bipartite 
Settlement dated 23-11-2005 as also documents showing 
payment of legal dues. In view of this finding I am of the 
view that the management has not paid the legal dues of 
the workmen and non-payment is not all justified. 

18. Now third and last question is as to what relief 
the workmen are entitled to. It is admitted that all the 32 
workmen were employed by the company. Thecaseof the 
management is that they resigned from the service of the 
company and stopped work. This story set up by the 
management has been disblieved and the finding is that 
signature of workmen were obtained fraudulently and in 
decietfull manner and the same were used to fabricate their 
resignation letter, Bipartite Settlement and documents 
showing payment of a few instalments of settlement dues 
to them. Having regard to the peculier circumstances of 
this case. I am ofthe view thatallthe32 workmen are entitled 
to re-instatement with full back wages and all other legal 
dues to which they were entitled before termination of then- 
services. The management is directed to comply the same 
within 30 days from the date of publication of the Award. 

19. And this is my Award. 

Dictated & Correction by me. 

HARISH CHANDRA SINGH, Presiding Officer 
27 2011 
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New Delhi, the 27th January, 2011 

S.O. 589.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 25/2001) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Kolkata now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Culcutta Port Trust and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 27-1-2011. 

[ No. L-32011/6/200 l-lR(M)] 
R A MESH SINGH, Desk Officcr 


ANNUXTURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
AT KOLKATA 

Reference No. 25 of 2001 

Parties: Employers in relation to the management of The 
Dy. Chairman, Haldia Dock Complex, Calcutta PortTfust, 
Jawahar Tower 

AND 


Their workmen. 


PRESENT: Mr. Justice Manik Mohan Saikar, Presiding Officer 


APPEARANCE: 

On behalf of the 
Management 

On behalf of the 
Workmen 


Mr. J. Ghosh Dastidar, 
Jr. Assistant Manager. 

Mr. A. Bhadury, 

Vice President of the union. 


State: West Bengal :. Industry: Port & Dock. 

Dated: 27th December, 2010. 

AWARD 

By Order No.L-32011/6/2001 -IR(M) dated 10-08-2001 
the Government of India. Ministry of labour in exercise of 
its powers under Section 10(lXd) and (2A) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication: 

"Whether the action of Haldia Dock 
Complex(Calcutta Port Trust) in not paying the scale 
of pay of Rs .2250—4430/- to Sh. Basudeb Bera, Anil 
Kumar Tripathi, Nanigopal Das, Sk. Fazlur Rahaman, 
Ahibhusan Maity and Mantu Kr. Pramanik, Senior 
Drivers as demanded by the union is justified? If 
not, what relief the concerned workmen are entitled 
to?" 

2. One application has been filed today from the 
side ofthe workmen expressing that the dispute has been 
resolved in between the parties which is a result of mutual 
understanding in between the parties and the workman 
does not want to proceed with the present reference in 
view of the said mutual understanding. Representative from 
the management side also agreed and endorsed such prayer 
of the workman concerned who is personally present today. 
Since Mr. Bhadury the authorized representative of the 
workmen union is present, I think endorsement of the 
workmen union itself in the application is not needed as he 
stated that the workmen union has knowledge of the said 
mutual understanding. 

In view of the said prayer in the application filed 
today and as per oral version made by the workman on a 
query'from my side, I am satisfied that the prayer made on 
behalf of the workmen is genuine. Let the present reference 
be disposed of as resolved in between the parties outside 
the Tribunal. An Award is passed accordingly. 

JUSTICE MANIK MOHAN SARKAR, Presiding Officer 
Dated, Kolkata, 

27th December, 2010. 
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New Delhi, the 27th January, 2011 

S.O. 590.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.74 /94) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court Panaji (Goa) now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Ltd. 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Govemment on 27-1 -2011. 

[No. L-30012/8/93-IR(M)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL -CUM-LABOUR 
COURT-I AT PANAJI 

Before B. P. DESHPANDE, Presiding Officer 
Ref No. IT/74/94 

Sliri Sayed Hasan Yakub, 

House No.207, Non Mon, 

Kariwada, 

Vasco da Gama ... Workmen/Party I 

V/s 

The General Manager, 

South Zone, 

M/s Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Ltd.., 

Madras ...Employer/Party II 

Party I/Workmen is represented byAdv. T. Pereira 
Party II/Employer is represented byAdv. G K. Sardesai 
AWARD 

(Passed on this 16th day of November, 2010) 

In exercise of the powers conferred under Clause (d) 
of Sub-Section 1 and Section 2A of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, the Government of India 
referred the dispute vide No.L-30012/8/93-IR(Misc.) dated 
9-10-1993 for adjudication to this Tribunal and the 
schedule reads as under: 

“Whether the action of the management of General 
Manager, South Zone, Hindustan Petroleum 


Corporation Ltd., Madras and the Regional Manager, 
H.P.C.L.Belgeum Regional Office, Sambhaji Road, 
Rani Chennamma Nagar, P.B. No.529. Belgaum- 
590 006 in terminating from services of Shri Sayad 
Hasan Yakub Ex-Tank Thick helper, PRNo.002306 of 
Vasco da Gama (Goa). Terminal of H.P.C.L., Resident 
of Non Monkhariwada, House No.207 w.e.f. 20-3-91 
is justified and proper? If not, to what relief the above 
workman entitled?” 

Notices were issued to both parties and thereafter 
Party I/workman appeared and filed his claim statement 
vide Ext.5 whereas Party ll/employer filed written statement 
at Ext.6. Thereafter the workman filed his rejoinder at 
Ext7. 

3. In nut shell it is the case of the workman that he 
was employed as a tank truck helper with Party II at its 
Vasco da Gama Terminal at Hindustan Petroleum 
Corporation Ltd. since 1980. He was served with a charge 
sheet dated 29-8-88 issued by Sr. Regional Manager, Belgum 
Regional Office. The enquiry was instituted against the 
workman by the General Manager (SOD) of H.P.C.L. Head 
Quarter at Mumbai. After the said enquiry the management 
took a decision to terminate the services of the workman 
vide letter dated 9-11-1990 issued by Chief General Manager 
Bombay and conveyed to the workman to show cause 
against proposed penalty. However a copy of the findings 
and the report of the enquiry officer was not given which 
amounts to violation of the principles of natural justice. 
Vide letter dated 21-11-90 workman replied to the show 
cause notice. However, the General Manager, South Zone 
at Madras issued a letter dated 20-3-91 thereby imposing 
punishment of termination of services with immediate effect. 
The workman claimed that the enquiry was initiated by the 
Head Quarter at Bombay and hence the General Manager, 
the South Zone, Madras had no jurisdiction to issue the 
termination orders. The workman approached appellate 
authority. However, the chairman and the Managing 
Director failed to consider all these aspects and rejected 
the appeal. The workman thereafter raised the dispute and 
since the conciliation failed, the matter was referred to this 
Tribunal. 

4. The employer in their written statement claimed 
that the workman committed serious misconduct by 
committing theft of the company property and therefore 
the charge sheet was issued to him and enquiry was 
conducted in fair and proper maimer by giving full 
opportunity. The workman in clear terms admitted his guilt 
along with the other employee regarding aspect of theft 
and apart from that management proved alleged 
misconduct against the workman by independent evidence. 
Thereafter show cause notice was issued to the workman 
regarding proposed punishment and since Vasco office is 
coming within the jurisdiction of South Zone, the orders 
of termination was issued by the competent authority. In 
the rejoinder filed at Ext.7 the workman denied all aspects 
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in the written statement and claimed that there is no 
material to prove the misconduct and hence order of 
termination is illegal. 

5. After considering rival contention issues were 
framed vide Ext. 8 and additional issue was framed vide 
Ext. 13. Issueno.l and 1Awere treated as preliminary issues 
and thereafter both parties led evidence. An order was 
passed vide Ext.21 dated 4-12-2008 by my learned 
predecessor thereby deciding both preliminary issues. In 
the said order it was observed that issue No. 1 is answered 
in negative whereas issue No. 1A is answered in affirmative. 
Thus remaining three issues are with respect to the 
punishment aspect and the same are considered at presort. 
The Party I steppe^into the witness box vide Ext .22 and 
claimed that the punishment of termination of services is 
shockingly disproporationate and his past record was 
clean and unblemished. The Party II did not lead any 
evidence with regard to the present issues. Both parties 
submitted written arguments which are at Ext. 23 and 24 
respectively. 

6. I have perused the said written submisions as 
well as the entire record. Issue reads as under together 
with my findings against it 

1 Whether Party I proves 
that the action of the 
Party II in termmating 
the services of Party 
I is vitiated for not 
supplying the copy Of 
the findings and report 

of the enquiry officer ? Negative (vide order 

dt4-12-09) 

1A. Whether the charges of 
misconduct are proved 
to the satisfaction of 
the Tribunal by accep¬ 
table evidence ? Affirmative (vide 

- order dt4-12% 

2. Whether Party 1 proves 

that Party II has no ' 

jurisdiction to issue the . : 

letter of termination of ' , • 

services of the Party I ? not proved. 

3. Whether Party I proves 
that the termination of his 
services by the Party II 
w.e f. 20-3-91 is illegal, 

improper and justified? negative 

4. Whether party I is entitled 

to any relief ? negative. 

5. What Award? As per order below 


7. Issue No.2: In the present matter this Tribunal 
vide order dated 4-12-2008 has already held that the enquiry 
was held in fair and proper manner and the misconduct are 
proved to the satisfaction of the Tribunal by acceptable 
evidene. The misconduct alleged against the workman is 
found in the charge sheet which is a part and parcel of the 
enquiry proceedings at Ext.E-5 colly. The charge sheet 
dated 29-8-88 show that there are four charges levelled 
against workman (1) theft or dishonesty in connection 
with the Employer’s business or property; (2) Wilful 
damage to or loss of Employer’s goods or property; (3) 
Taking bribes; (4) Wilful insubordination in connection 
with Employer’s property. The fact leading to the above 
charges are that on 3rd March 1988 the workman was on 
duty in first shift at Vasco Terminal and he was assigned 
the duty to accompany Shri J. M. Palha, H. V. Driver to 
carry 8 KL of M. S. (Petrol) and 4 KL of HSD (Diesel) in 
tanker truck No. GDU 4650 for the supply to retail outlet of 
M/s K.W,. Kenny and Associates Panjim as pa- invoice 
No. 005409. The seal of the tank trcuk was checked by the 
Operation Officers befoere the trcuk left the terminal. At 
around 10.00 a.m. on 3-3-88 Deputy Manager and Bulk 
operator went to the retail outlet to check the contents of 
the tanker truck No. GDU 4650 and they found that seals 
of the compartment no.l & 2 were tempered and the 
samples taken out from the tanker truck in presence of the 
workman and the driver failed in the filter papa test. 

8. During the investigation the workman and the 
driver admitted in writing that they removed one barrel 
(approximately 200 litres) of the product from each 
compartment ;tnd added equal quantit ies of Kerosene aft a 
tampering with the seals. They further admitted that they 
collected an amount of Rs. 1200 towards sale of removed 
product out of which Rs. 500 was kept by the workman 
and the remaining by the driver. The charge sheet was 
signed by the Senior Regional Manager Belgaum Regional 
Office and thereafter enquiry was conducted against the 
workman wherein he participated and was afforded fair 
opportunity to defend himself. 

9. In the presentmatter there it is that the 

termination order issued by General Manager, South Zone 
has no authority but the workman failed to produce any 
material to that effect. The only evidence led by the 
workman is regarding punishment #hich is 
disproportionate to the misconduct and nothing else. 
However, writtqi submission filed by Party II clearly show 
that the Vasco Terminal comes within the jurisdiction of 
South Zone and therefore the Genaal Manager is the 
competent authorty to issue the order of termination. Since 
the workman has failed to disclose any material to prove 
his contortion regarding issue No. 2 and also there is no 
reference or arguments advanced in the written 
submissions at Ext. 23, it is to be considered that the 
workman failed to discharge the burden regarding issue 
No. 2 and hence the same is answered as not proved. 
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10. Issue Nos. 3 & 4: It is the contention of the 
workman that the termination order dated 20-3-1991 is 
illegal, improper and unjustified. In this respect the evidence 
of workman at Exb. 22 discloses that his past record was 
unblemished and therefore he could have been awarded 
lesser punishment instead of dismissing from service. He 
further claimed that after the dismissal, he was unemployed 
for a period of two years and now he is working at STD 
booth with a salary of Rs. 2000 per month. The written 
submission filed at Exb. 23 on behalf of the workman shows 
that the misconduct alleged against the workman was not 
serious warranting maximum punishment and it was 
involving meager amount. It is also claimed that there was 
no loss suffered by Party II. Further the workman was not 
suspended during the enquiry till the order of dismissal 
and therefore it showed that the employer did not lose 
confidence with Party I and hence the punishment is 
disproportionate, harsh and unwarranted. 

11. The written submission filed on behalf of Party 
II, refers to various decisions with regard to the imposition 
of punishment and on that basis it has been claimed that 
when the employee is found guilty for the misconduct of 
a grave nature like theft of the property of the employer, 
punishment of dismissal cannot be considered as 
disproportionate. 

12. While deciding preliminary issues, this Tribunal 
has confirmed the contentions of Party II with regard to 
the charges levelled against the workman and acceepted 
the material placed before it to hold that the workman was 
found guilty of all the charges levelled against him. 
Considerig this aspect, it is but natural to lose faith and 
confidence with such employee by the employer as the 
property was entrusted to be delivered safely and the same 
was tampered with during the transit. Apart from it the 
workman was involved in adulteration of the product 
which was in the tank by adding Kersone to it in order to 
bring bulk at the original level and thereafter by selling the 
removed product to third party and appropriating the 
amount clandestinely. The behaviour of the workman 
certainly bring disrepute to the good will of the company 
and also to retail or as contaminated product is supplied 
with. Such case amount to committing theft, irrespective 
of the account invloved in it and such acts certainly cause 
a huge loss and disrepute of the employer in all respects. 
The seals of the tanker truck were also tampered with for 
the purpose of removing the product shored in it and thus 
it also amounts in damaging the property of the employer 
for ulterrior motive. 

13. In the case of Depot Manager APSRPC V/s 
Raghuda Siva Sankar Prasad reported in 2007 LLR113, the 
Apex Court has clearly observed that an employee who is 
found guilty of committing theft of the property of 
employer deserved dismissal from service. 


14. In the case of AD Sandbor Pune V/s Garware 
Wall Ropes Ltd., reported in 2000 LLR 933, the Hon’ble 
Bombay High Court has held that the powers of the 
Tribunal under Section 11A of the Industrial Disputes Act 
are required to be exercised carefully and it is the discretion 
of the Tribunal to grant or refuse the relief depending on 
the facts and circumstances of each case. 

15. In the case of Mahindra & Mahindra Ltd. V/s 
N. B. Narawade2005 Vol. 3 SCC 134, the Apex Court has 
held that the Tribunal/Labour Court, under Section 11A 
of the Industrial Disputes Act is having discretion in 
interfering with the quantum of punishment awarded by 
the management. However such discretion has been well 
defined by various judgements of the Apex Court and it 
is certainly not unlimited. The discretion which can be 
exercised under Section 11A is available only on the 
existence of certain factors like punishment being so 
disproportionate to the gravity of misconduct so as to 
disturb the conscience of the court, or the existence of 
any mitigating circumstances which require the reduction 
of the sentence, or the past conduct of the workman 
which may persuade the Labour Court/Tribunal to reduce 
the punishment. In the absence of any such factor 
existing, the Labour Court/Tribunal cannot by way of 
sympathy alone exercise the power under Section 11A of 
the Act and reduce the punishment. ' 

16. In the case of Regional Manager RSRTC V/s 
Ghanshyam Sharma reported in 2002 (I) LLJ 234, the Apex 
Court has held that there is no place for considering 
misplaced sympathy to reduce punishment and the power 
under Section 11A of the Industrial Disputes Act is to be 
used judiciously. 

17. Many other decisions have been referred by 
the learned counsel for the Party II in their written 
submissions. However, the ratio in all these decisions 
is similar wherein it has been consistently held that the 
misconduct if proved regarding the aspect of theft has 
to be considered as grave misconduct irrespective of 
amount involved in it since it is the question of faith of 
the employer on the employee which is a main factor 
and one there is a lost faith, the employer cannot be 
forced to retain such employee in service. Hence, all 
these aspects clearly prove that there is no mitigating 
circumstance in favour of the employ ee/workman to be 
considered as the misconduct stands proved which is 
connected with theft and therefore the punishment 
imposed by the management cannot be termed as 
disproportionate. No other circumstances is brought 
on record to invoke the discretion under Section 11A of 
the Industrial Disputes Act in favour of the workman. 
Thus, I answer the Issue Nos. 3 & 4 in negatve. 

18. Considering the above discusions, it is clear that 
Party I is not entitled for any relief as claimed in the present 
reference and thus the following order. 
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ORDER 

The action of the management of General Manager, 
South Zone, Hindustan Petroleum Corpn. Ltd., Madras 
and the Regional Manager, H.P.C.L. Belgaum Regional 
Officer, Sambhaji Road, Rani Chennamma Nagar, P.B. 
No. 529, Belgaum-590 006 in terminating from services 
Shri Sayad Hasan Yakub, Ex-Tank Truck Helper, PR 
No. 002306 of Vasco da gama (Goa), terminal of H.P.C.L. 
Resident of Non Monkhariwada, House No. 207 w.e.f. 
20-3-91 is legal, justified and proper. 

No order as to cost. Inform the Government 
accordingly. 

Dated: 16-11-2010 
Panaji. 

B. P. DESHPANDE, Presiding Officer 
27 2011 
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New- Delhi, the 27th January, 2011 

S.O. 591.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 273/97) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Jabalpur now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Khadan Shramik Sahkari Samiti, 
Mahamaya Mines and their w-orkmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on 27-1 -2011. 

[No. L-26012/21/97-IR (M)] 

RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/273/97 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRI MOHD. SHAKIR HASAN 

ShriKaliram, 

C/o Shri Sahadeb Sahu, 

At/PO Dallirajhara, 

Distt. Durg (MP) ... Workman/Union 


Versus 

The Chairman, 

Khadan Shramik Sahkari Samiti, 

Mahamaya Mines, 

Post Mahamaya, Tah. Balod, 

Distt. Dnrg (MP) ... Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 23rd day of December, 2010 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-26012/21/97-IR(Misc)dated 11-9-97 
has referral the follwing dispute for adjudication by this 
tribunal:— 

"Whether the action of the management of Khadan 
Shramik Sahakari Samiti, Miihamaya in terminating 
the services of Shri Kaliram w.e.f. 25-5-96 is lawful 
andjustifial? If not, whether the workman is justified 
in claiming departmentalization by the management 
of Bhilai Steel Plant in accordance with the settlement 
dated 14-11-95 alongwith back wages mid benefits.” 

2. Initially the workman appeared on 18-10-2000 but 
did not file statement of claim and subsequently became 
absent. Lastly the then Tribunal proceeded exparte against 
tlie workman on 6-5-2008. 

3. The management also appeared in the reference 
but no written statement was filed. As such the right to 
file Written Statement was closed on 9-12-2010. 

4. Under the circumstances, it is clear that the 
workman has no Industrial Dispute before the Tribunal. 
Accordingly the reference is answered. 

5. In the result, the award is passed without any 
order to costs. 

6. Let the copies of the award be sent to the 
Government of India, Ministiy of Labour & Employment 
as per rules. 

MOHD. SHAKIR HASAN, Presiding Officer 
27 2011 
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New Delhi, the 27th January, 2011 

S.O. 592.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 1/2002) 
of the Centra! Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
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Court, Mumbai-2 now as shown intheAnnexureinthe 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management o f M/s. Ganesh Container movers Syndicate 
Mumbai and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 27-1 -2011. 

[ No. L-31011/18/2001 IR(M)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, MUMBAI 

Present: K. B. KATAKE Presiding Officer 
Reference No. CGIT-2/1 OF 2002 

Employers in Relation to the Management cf M/s. Ganesh 
Container Movers Syndicate, Mumbai 

The Proprietor 

M/s. Ganesh Container Movers Syndicate 
26/27, Vyapar Bhawan 
Camac Bunder 
Mumbai-400 009. 

AND 

Their Workmen 
The Secretary 

Transport and Dock Workers Union 
P, D’ niello Bhavan 
P. D’ niello Road, 

Camac Bunder 
Mumbai-400 038. 

APPEARANCES: 

FortheEmployer : Mr. B. K. Ashok, 

M/s. Sonia Sunil Advocates. 

For the Workmen ; Mr. Jaiprakash Sawant, 
Advocate. 

Mumbai, dated the 9th November, 2010. 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment by its Order No. L-31011/18/2001 [1R (M)J, 
dated 26-12-2001 in exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2 (A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred 
the following industrial dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjucation: 

Whether the action of the employer M/s. Ganesh 
Container Movers Syndicate, Mumbai in 
terminating the services of 212 permanent workmen 
(list enclosed) under the guise of retrenchment is 
legal and justified ? If not, what relief the workmen 
are entitled to? 

List of workmen 
Drivers 

1. S/Shri Birbhan C. Saravo 

2. Rafique J. Khan 


3. Bajirao M. Khuspe 

4. Vishnu P. Jadhav 

5. Vi jay R. Nunbalkar 

6. Ashok V. Kate 

7. Anil S. Shinde 

8. Dayanand L. Mishra 

9. Dhanaji S. Taw are 

10. Jaysingh T. Yadav 

11. Subash M. Katkar 

12. Sayaji D. Suryavanshi 

13. Subash K. Dalvi 

14. Shivaji D. Jagdaie 

15. Appa G. Jadhav 

16. Ashok N. Sawant 

17. Bhausaheb P. Mane 

18. Dashrath S. Katkar 

19. Dattatraya N. Yadav 

20. KinduraoV. Ghadge 

21. Sanjay Jadhav 

22. Chandrakant Kate 

23. Dnyandeo G Jadhav 

24. Devidas Bote 

25. HanumantJ. Jagdaie 

26. Kaka Ghadge 

27. Narayan N. Pawar 

28. Uttam Sawant 

29. Vittal Suryavanshi 

30. Vittal Ballai 

31. Vayas Mane 

32. Pandrinath Nimbalkar 

33. Shivaji K.Fadtare 

34. Suresh N. Madane 

35. Tatoba M. Jagdaie 
Helper 

1. S/Shri Arvind Darekar 

2. Balekhan Shaikh 

3. DattuB.Gawde 

4. Dilip Temkar 

5. KhanduGawde 

6. Shivaji Gawde 

7. Ashok Khude 

8. Ashok Khodade 
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9. 

A run Londhe 

7. 

DattuN.Auti 

10. 

Balu Gawde 

8. 

Vishwas R.Shinde 

11. 

Kilachand Khupte 

9. 

Ram S. Bhosale 

12. 

Navnath Nighut 

10. 

GanpatN. Masai 

13. 

Ramdas Nangre 

11. Ragunath Ghorpade 

14. 

Suhas Dongre 

12. 

Viajy P. Kadam 

15. 

Ramdas Bhor 

13. 

Dadasaheb S. Jagdale 

16. 

Shankar Vighe 

14. 

Dashrath A. Wagh 

17. 

Vasant Gawde 

15. 

SampatV. Sawant 

18. 

Kantaram Taw are 

16. 

Govardhan Rokade 

19. 

Ramesh Nousupe 

17. 

Vasant S. Jagdale 

20. 

Vilas T. Shinde 

18. 

Sanjay B. Jagdale 

21. 

Vithal Dhadanibe 

19. 

Arun B. Shinde 

22. 

Rakhma Gawde 

20. 

Ashok K. Depe 

23. 

Sitaram Ghatkar 

21. 

Anil V. Mohite 

24. 

Gopinath Narsale 

22. 

Ashok B. Mane 

25. 

Raju Jadhav 

23. 

Bhausabeh Narsale 

26. 

Salim Khothiwale 

24. 

Mohan D. Bodare 

27. 

Atul Ramble 

25. 

Rajnarayan P. Singh 

28. 

Kaluram Gawde 

26. 

Suresh P. Ghadge 

29. 

Kumar Shinde 

27. 

Sayaji B. Suryavanshi 

30. 

Prashant Mohite 

28. 

TukaamK.Pawar 

31. 

Mehboob Baig 

29. 

Hanumant R. Pawar 

32. 

Ravindra Bansode 

30. 

Yuvraj G Thorat 

33 

.Sopan Lawate 

31. 

Viajy D. Patole 

34. 

Sunil Mohite 

32. 

Arun A. Shirke 

35. 

Sonyabapu Sherkar 

33. 

Arun N. Kumbhar 

36. 

Shivaj’ Khodade 

34. 

Vijay D. Olekar 

37. 

Dnyaneshwar Dhygude 

35. 

Dashrath T. Gawade 

38. 

Ramesh Sonawane 

36. 

Macchindra V. Katkar 

39. 

Arun R. Temkar 

37. 

Devidas Satre 

40. 

Eknath Gawade 

38. 

Krishna B.Ahire 

41. 

Dattatray Tambe 

39. 

Sanjay M. Ingle 

42. 

Hemant Mhatre 

40. 

Mahadeo A. Bhoslae 

43. 

Sudhakar Gawade 

41. 

RahimA. Sattar 

CLEANER 

42. 

Snajay P. Ghadge 

1 . 

S/Shri Appa S. Suryawanshi 

43. 

Shivaji B. Gaekwad 

2. 

Dadaji W. Panpatil 

44. 

ShahjiS. Bhosale 

3. 

NandkumarT. Jagtap 

45. 

Dnydeo E. Jadhav 

4. 

Kundlik H. Yadav 

46. 

Mahadeo T. Katkar 

5. 

Mohan G Jagdale 

47. 

Prakash S. Katkar 

6. 

Anand D. Mane 

48. 

Ajit M. Gaekwad 
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49. Datatray P. Pawar 

50. Sayaji N. Suryavanshi 

51. Subash M. Wagh 

52. Ganesh Khude 

53. Yasin G Jamadar 

54. SrikrishaB. Jadhav 
DOCKSTAFF 

1. S/Shri Jaiprakash Lokhande 
2 Laxinaa L. Naik 

3. Yashwatn D. Yadav 

4. Satyavijay Shirwadkar 

5. Cyril Fernandes 

6. Unnikrishna Nair 

7. ShriraroJ Yadav 

8. Avinath Dumbrc 

9. GajananBhingarde 

10. Ganesh Dhekane 

11. Sanesh Sawant 

12. Vidhyadhar Ven gurlekar 

13. Jaywant Suryawanshi 

14. Hcramb Kamhli 

15. Krishnandan Pandit 

16. Prakash Bhalekar 

17. Ramkrishna Naidu 

18. RadheshyamYadav 

19. Raj esh R. Yadav 

20. Sambhaji Ghadge 

21. Surendra Yadav 

22. Suresh Dongre 

23. Surendra P. Singh 

24. Utta Khot ^ 

25. Balu K. Jadhav 

26. Dilip Jagdale 

27. Deepak P. Salvi 

28. Dinesh Suryawanshi 

29. Madhukar Mohite 

30. NatwarSamal 

31. Prabhakar Kadam 

32. Prakash Date 

33. Pradeep Zende 

34. RavindraJondhaie 

35. Rahidas Saste 
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36. Umarkahn Appasaheb 

37. Vijay Pagare 

38. Pradeep Nalawade 

39. Bharat S. Pagare 

40. Baban S. Kharat 

41. DhruvB. Rao 

42 LalaJ. Jagdale 

43. ShivajiW. Saste 

44. Dhanaji R. Kadam 

45. Ganesh Hule 

46. Nitin B. Sevekar 

47. Ramprasad Ghauhan 

' 48. Satish M. Dongre 

49. Suhas B. Sawant 

50. Rahul B. Chabukswar 

51. Sadashiv M. Kharat 

52. Santosh P. Bhalerao 

53. Narayan B. Yadav 

54. SanjayA. Ghade 

55. Sandeep L. Sawant 

56. Motilal H. Diwadkar 

57. Govardhan Pawar 

58. SanjayPabale 

59. Sudharkar Sawant 

60. Mangesh Maydkar 

61. Subash Gawde 

62. Mahdeo M. Dongre 

63. Kisan B. Mengde 

64. Haridas S. Suryawanshi 

65. SunilGKini 

66. Santosh S. Deshmukh 

67. RahimD. Mulani 

68. ZameerkahnAmeerkahan 

2. The Second party, Secretary thereof has filed 
Statement of claim at Ex. 9. According to them, the first 
party is operating in major ports including Ports of Mumbai 
and JNPT and also in various cities in India. More than 
thousand workmen are in the employment of first party in 
various categories. The first party has issued a general 
notice of retrenchment dt.8-8-2001 to 212 workmen 
mforming them that they were retrenched w. e.f. 10-8-2001. 
According to them, second party moved the Regional 
Labour Commissioner ©, Mumbai about the illegal 
termination of 212 workmen and requested to intervene 
and advice first party not to act upon the retrenchment 
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notices. The said dispute was admitted in conciliation. 
Second party had informed to the first party that they had 
not displayed seniority list on notice board. Therefore 
they cannot retrench 212 junior most workers as there is 
no seniority list. 

3. According to second party, first party by its letter 
dt. 18-8-2001 informed the union that they were maintaining 
status quo as on 9-8-2001 accordingly all workers were 
allowed to resume their duties. The first party issued 
another notice dated 27-8-2001 to 186 workmen out of 212 
informing them that they would be retrenched from services 
w.e.f. 29-8-2001. They informed 26 workers that, then- 
services would be continued. The second party again 
informed Dy. CLC © about the illegal termination of 
services of 186 workmen. The conciliation proceedings 
were held on 12-1-2002. However dispute could not be 
settled on account of adamant, rigid and unlawful attitude 
of first party. The failure report was submitted by 
conciliation officer to Central Government and Government 
has sent the reference to this Tribunal for adjudication. 

4. According to second party, the first party illegally 
terminated the services of 186 workmen under the guise of 
retrenchment notices dated 27-8-2001. The notices are 
illegal and unjustified. The first party did not comply with 
die provisions of Section 25F of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 and Rule 77 of Industrial Dispute (Central) Rules 
while terminating the services of 186 workmen. The services 
of these workmen were terminated during pendency of 
conciliation proceedings violating provisions of Section 
33 of Industrial Disputes Act. The action of first party 
amount to unfair labour practice within the meaning of 
items 13 & 14 of V Schedule of the Industrial Disputes 
Act. Therefore second party prays that the retrenchment 
notices dt. 27-8-2001 be declared illegal and unjustified 
and direction be given to first party to reinstate these 186 
workmen with full backwages and continuity of their 
respective services. 

5. First party resisted the statement of claim vide its 
written statement at Ex. 11. According to it, the Government 
has committed and apparent error of law and fact by 
sending this reference. It is wrongly mentioned in the 
reference order that, 212 workmen were retrenched. In fact 
only 186 workers were retrenched. The earlier notice to 
212 workmen was already withdrawn. TheTribunal has no 
jurisdiction or power to adjudicate the termination/ 
retrenchment of 186 employees w.e.f. 29-8-2001. Out of 
186 workmen, 11 were working in a supervisory capacity 
and were drawing pay more than Rs. 1,600 p.m. therefore 
those 11 employees are not ‘workmen’ as defined under 
Industrial Disputes Act. The seniority list was displayed 
on the notice board as well as the workplace of the 
employees on 21-8-2001. 

6. According to first party, as per the contract of 
Shipping Corporation of India, it has engaged 232 
employees to cany out the said contract work. It was an 


established practice prevailing in the port that, when 
contractor is changed, the same workers are continued by 
the new contractor/company. As per the order of Hon’ble 
High Court, the first party lost the contract and the new 
contractor, inspite of repeated request did not employ any 
existing employee of the first party. As per the said order 
of Hon’ble High Court, contract was given to M/s. Hillson 
Dinshaw Ltd. w.e.f. 1 -5-2000 to cany out the contract wotk 
of Shipping Corporation of India. Die Hon’ble High Court 
had also given direction to the new contractor to consider 
these workmen while recruiting new workmen. However 
new contractor neither recruited these workmen nor 
continued any of them. Therefore first party had no 
alternative but to retrench 186 workmen as it has lost the 
contract work of Shipping Corporation of India. 

7. Alongwith the retrenchment notice, the first par ty 
sent the cheques of one month’s pay and compensation 
of Hrenchment to the respective workmen. They were 
retrenched lawfully as first party was required to close 
down its business at the site of Port Trust of India, Mumbai. 
According to them, the concerned workers are gainfully 
employed after their retrenchment. In the circumstances, 
the first party claims that the workers are not entitled for 
any relief as prayed for. Therefore they pray that the 
reference be rejected. 

8. Second party filed its rejoinder at Ex 12. They 
repeated the same story as they have put in the statement 
of claim and also denied the contents in the written 
statement. 

9. In the light of rival pleadings, my Learned 
Predecessors has framed issues at Ex. 13 for determination. 

I record my findings thereon for the reasons to follow: 

Issues 

(i) Whether the action of the employer M/s. Ganesh 
Container Movers Syndicate, Mumbai in 
terminating the services of 212 permanent workmen 
under the guise of retrenchment is legal and 
justified? 

(a) Whether the employer has closed its business 
from June, 2002? 

(ii) What relief the concerned workmen are entitled to ? 

REASONS 

ISSUE No. 1 

10. In the case at hand, facts are not disputed that 
the first party was the employer and it has served 212 
workmen with notice of retrenchment. The fact is also not 
disputed that subsequently, the notices were taken back 
and fresh notice of retrenchment were issued to 186 
workmen whose services were terminated w.e.f. 29-8-2001. 
The fact is also not disputed that along with the 
retrenchment notice, a cheque of one month’s pay and 
retrenchment compensation was also sent to each 
workman. Ii is the case of second party union that the 
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action of retrenchment taken by the employer is malafied. 
Under the guise of retrenchment the employer alleged to 
have illegally terminated the services of 186 workmen. 

11. It is the case of the first party company that as per 
the order dt. 15-5-2000 passed by Hon’ble Bombay High 
Court in a WP, the: contract of work of first party was allotted 
to new contractor, Hillson and Dinshaw Ltd., therefore first 
party had no alternative but to retrench its workers. In this 
respect, the fact is not disputed even by the second party 
that as per the order of Hon’ble High Court, the work of first 
party for which these workmen were employed was allotted 
to new contractor Hillson and Dinshaw Ltd. According to 
first party as its work was allotted to new contractor, Hillson 
and Dinshaw Ltd., it had no alternative but to retrench the 
workmen employed for the same work. 

12. In this respect, the learned advocate for the 
second party pointed out that the workman not only have 
raised this point, but have also sought direction from the 
Hon’ble High Court to give them preference while making 
the appointment of workers by Hillson and Dinshaw Ltd. 
The Learned Advocate pointed out that in notice of motion 
No. 1761/1998 in Suit no. 2308/98, the Hon’ble High Court 
has given directions in clear words that “5th defendant 
(Hillson and Dinshaw Ltd.) shall be at liberty to engage 
the permanent workers referred to in the bid document 
submitted to the plaintiffs as also the 26 Drivers and 26 
Cleaners whose numbers are listed in the affidavit of 
defendant no. 5 dated 15-5-2000. However in the event the 
5th defendant requires any additional workers for doing 
the work under the contract the 5th defendant shall engage 
only workers from amongst the 232 workers whose names 
have been submitted to this Court and copies of which art- 
given to the plaintiffs and defendant no. 5. The defendant 
no. 5 shall not engage any workers from outside or any 
other workers unless the aforesaid 232 workers are first 
offered employment.” 

13. In the light of the facts and circumstances on 
record, it is clear that the employer was constrained to 
issue the retrenchment notices as their contract of work 
was allotted to new contractor, Hillson and Dinshaw Ltd. 
Therefore, it cannot be said that the retrenchment was at 
the whim of the employer. So also it cannot be said that 
under the guise of retrenchment, the employer has 
terminated the services of the workmen illegally. 

14. In this respect, further I would like to point out 
that the employer has not terminated the services of die 
workmen abrupdy. On the other hand, he has issued notices 
to each of the workman. He has also sent alongwith the 
notice, the cheque of one month’s pay and compensation 
for the retrenchment. The witness of union Mr. 
Krishnanandan Pandit in para 3 of his affidavit at Ex. 19 
stated that he had been paid retrenchment compensation. 
The fact is not disputed even by second party that a 
cheque of one month’s pay and retrenchment 
compensation was sent to each workman alongwith the 
retrenchment notice. It indicates that the employer has 


complied with the requirement of Section 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 

15. It is the case of the union Uiat there is no seniority 
list published and some workers junior to the retrenched 
186 workers are still in service. However, the second party 
has not pointed out any such instance. Furthermore as 
the first party has lost die contract of work of Shipping 
Corporation of India Ltd. they were compelled to stop 
their activities as the work contract was given to the new 
contractor Hillson and Dinshaw Ltd. It was allottod to 
new contractor as per the order of Hon’ble Bombay High 
Court. In the circumstances, the averment does not stand 
to reasons that the , workers junior to the retrenched 
workers are still working there. In the circumstances, it 
cannot be said that first party has terminated the service 
of 186 workmen illegally under the guise of retrenchment. 
On the other hand in the light of facts and circumstances 
discussed therein above, the action of retrenchment 
appears just and proper. Accordingly, I decide this issue 
no. 1 in the affirmative. 

ISSUE No. 2 

16. The retrenchment is held just and proper and 
proper procedure was followed. Furthermore these 
woikmen have also approached the Hon’ble High Court. 
Hon’ble Bombay High Court has given direction to the 
new contractor Hillson and Dinshaw Ltd. Not to appoint 
any additional workers at workplace except these 232 
workers whose names have been submitted (who were 
retrenched from the service). It also indicates that the 
retrenchment was neither arbitrary nor at the whim of the 
employer but employer was constrained to take the said 
action as he has lost the work contract, as it was allotted 
to the new contractor. The employer has also paid one 
months’ pay and retrenchment compensation to all these 
workers, therefore, I hold that the retrenchment is legal 
and these workmen are not entitled to any relief as claimed 
for. Accordingly, I decide this issue no.2 in the negative. 

ADDITIONAL ISSUE No.l-(a) 

17. It is the averment of the first party that it has 
closed down their business at Mumbai Port since June 
2002. It was denied by second party. However this issue 
has no relevancy with the subject matter or the point in 
dispute. What retrenchment is held legal and proper, it 
has no relevancy whether the company has closed its 
business since June 2002 or not. In the circumstances, it is 
unnecessary to deal with this issue. However as this 
additional issue is framed, I am dealing with it. On the 
issue, I would like to point out that witness Shri Jaiprakash 
Khare on behalf of first party denied in his cross at Ex-34 
that the company is still functioning. Furthermore witness 
of second party Mr. Krishnanandan Pandit says in his 
cross at Ex-19 last para therein that afier June 2002 after 
closing of the business of Ganesh Containers at Mumbai 
Port Trust he did not apply to the High Court about non- 
compliance of order. In short he has adpitted that in June 
2002, the business of Ganesh Containers was closed down. 
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There is also no evidence on record to show that business 
of first party is still going on after 2002. In the 
circumstances, I decide this issue no. 1 (a) in the affirmative 
and proceed to pass the following order: 

ORDER 

Action of the Management of 
Ganesh Containers Movers’ 

Syndicate, Mumbai in retrenching 
the workmen is legal and justified. 

K. B. KATAKE, Presiding Officer 

Date: 9-11-2010 

^ ftc#, 27 2011 

w.rt, 593.—afhdtfro f*m afafwT, 1947 (1947 
t h 5 tt ^ Pi 41^4^1 3?ri 

("?M WIT 179/2000) ^ y+lPfW t, # *K4>K 

^ 27-1-2011 m 

fri. 1^-29011/10/2000-3^ 3 TR(t?H)] 

1w, 

New Delhi, the 27th January, 2011 

S.O. 593.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), (Ref. No. 179/ 
2000.) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, Dhanbad-1, now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of M/s. Suleman Ansari & 
Brothers and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 27-1-2011. 

[No. L-29011/UV20001R(M)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 


In the matter of a reference U/s. 10 (lXd) (2A) of I.p. Act. 
Reference No. 179 of 2000 

Parties: Employers in relation to the management of M/s. 
Suleman Ansari & Brothers. 

AND 

Their Workmen. 

Present: Shri H. M. Singh, Presiding Officer 
APPEARANCES: 

For the Employers : None. 

For the workmen : None. 

State: Jharkhand Industry : Mines. 


Dated, 13th December 2010 
AWARD 

By Older No. L-29011/10/2000-IR(M) dated31-5-2000 
the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour has, in 
exercise of th^ powers conferred by clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, referred the follwomg dispute 
for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

“Whether Shri Pandfiaaand and 34 others have 


Suleman An&ari & B-ros. ? If so, whether the action 


what *'..' ’ 

,, '.,,2. .This dispute on 

3-7-2000. Despite notice being sent toUhe paries till 
24-2-2Q10 bo wifeenstateij^ 
the workman. Again regfeteed notice wasseht ii the 
union on 8-3-2010 to file written statement on behalf of the 
woritmen by Ir6-20f0 as a last, chance, failing which no 
dismue award would be passed. But- even on 1-6-2010 


appeared to file written statement. It, therefore,seems that 


3. ••Bispnie* 

Awardin the present iadu^d - 

. " H. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 

27 wmft, 2011; 

IRJW. .5,94(1947 
14) ^ foitim 

umN ^ jrnsp # EwVwtf. afo *4<bRf ^ 

^ ’fare 290/99) 

; V /■/'// 

* Tfo fey, 

New Delhi, the 27th January, 2011 
S.O. 594.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 


of the Gpv^nmflht Industrial Tribimal-eum-Labour 

Court, Kanpur i as Siown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial .DfSpnte between^ employers in relation to 
the management of Ksbdtriya Kissan Gramin Bank and 
their waiknien, receivedby the Central Government on 
25-1-2011. - 

[No, L- 12012/23.9/99-1R (B-I)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SRI RAM PRAKASH, HJS, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, KANPUR 

Industrial Dispute No. 290 of 99 
Between 

Sri Aditya Prakash Dubey, 

C/o Sri B. P. Saxena, 426, W-II Vasant Vihar, 
Kanpur. 

And 

The Chairman, Kshetriya Kissan Gramin Bank, 
Kuchehari Road, Mainpuri. 

AWARD 

1. Central Government, MoL, New Delhi vide 
notification No. L-12012/239/99-IR (B-l) dated 9-11-1999, 
has referred the following dispute for adjudication to this 
tribunal- 

2. Whether the action of the management of 
Kshetriya Gramin Bank, Mainpuri, in terminating the 
services of Sri Aditya Prakash Dubey and not reinstating 
him under the provisions 25H is legal and justified ? If 
not to what relief the workman is entitled. 

3. Facts of the case in brief are that the claimant 
was appointed as Assistant cum Cashier by the opposite 
party bank on 11-7-80 and posted at the bank’s Bhogaon 
Branch in District Mainpuri. It is stated that he was 
required to perform all the duties which devolve in this 
bank as Assistant cum Cashier for the full hours of work 
(he branch and the applicant performed his duties to the 
full satisfaction of his superiors and he was paid salary 
at the prescribed scale of pay on monthly basis. It may 
be pointed out that although there is no mention of the 
date in the reference order on which claimant alleges that 
he was removed from the service by the opposite party. 
However he has given the date of his removal as 13-9-83 
in paragraph no.5 of his claim statement. It is stated that 
lie had worked for more than 240 days in a calendar year 
preceding the date of his termination and as no reasons 
for termination was advised, no notice pay and 
retrenchment compensation was paid to him by the bank 
therefore, the bank has breached the provisions of Section 
25 F of the Act. It is stated that the time of termination of 
his services, the applicant was not the junior most thereby 
terminating his service is in breach of provisions of 
Section 25G of the Act. It is also stated that the opposite 
party while inducting fresh hands in the service of the 
bank did not provide any, opportunity of re-employment 
to the applicant thus the action of the opposite party bank 
is in breach of section 25H of the Act. It is also stated 
that after termination of his services he continued 
approaching the Chairman of the bank who always 
assured him to wait and also always assured that He will 
be taken back in service. It is also alleged that finding the 
assurance given by the bank to be follow he raised 


industrial dispute in the year 1990 before the ALC, but 
the appropriate government refused to refer the case of 
the applicant for adjudication. It is stated that on coming 
to know of the awards delivered by this Honhle Tribunal, 
the applicant wrote to the government detailing the 
position of references of other similar cases whereupon 
the Ministry wrote a letter dated 2-4-98 to the ALC (C) 
Lucknow to consider all such cases. Ultimately the 
reference was made to this tribunal for adjudication by 
the appropriate government. Lastly it is stated that as the 
entire action of the opposite party bank is in gross 
violation of the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947, therefore, the same is liable to be set aside and the 
woikman is entitled to be reinstated in the service of the 
bank with full back wages and all consequential benefits. 

4. The claim of (he applicant has been refuted by 
the opposite party on a number of grounds viz, that the 
claimant was engaged as a temporary employee on daily— 
wages in Bhogaon Branch of die opposite party bank; that 
the claimant did not hold any regular and permanent post 
in the bank, that the claimant had never worked for 240 
days in any calendar year or preceding 12 months in the 
bank; that die services of the claimant had been disengaged 
by the bank with effect from 13-9-83; that the claimant was 
never interested in his temporary nature of duties; he was 
irregular and in sincere in performing his job in the bank; 
that the claimant is trying to seek back door entry by way 
of litigation; that the claimant had no lien or right on any 
regular and permanent post in the bank; that the 
engagement of the claimant was as per exigency of work; 
that he did not work continuously against any regular 
vacancy; that the claim of the claimant is highly belated; 
that the appointment of the post of clerk on regular basis is 
made through selection board after interview on the basis 
of suitability, eligibility and other qualifying criteria; that 
the claim of the claimant is not covered by the provisions 
of Section, 25B, 25F, 25G and 25H of the Act; that the 
claimant is not entitled to any relief Compensation what so 
ever on the basis of present refergice order; that since the 
claimant is not a workman and as such section 2=-A of the 
Act is not applicable in the present case, therefore, the 
reference order is liable to be decided against the claimant 
being bad in law and without jurisdiction. Lastly on the 
basis of above pleadings it has been prayed by the opposite 
party that the claim of the workman is baseless, devoid of 
merit and thereby is liable to be rejected. 

5. Rejoinder has also been filed by the claimant but 
nothing new has been pleaded therein except reiterating 
the facts already pleaded in his statement of claim. 

6. Claimant has filed as many as 7 documents vide 
list dated 23-11-2001 which is paper no.9/1. It may be pointed 
out that all the documents are in the nature of photocopies. 

7. Claimant has also filed affidavit in support of his 
claim. Along with his affidavit the claimant has filed 
photocopy of attendance register. 


540 GI/11—17 
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8. Whereas the clamant appeared in the witness box 
and examined himself as W. W. 1 and against it the opposite 
party examined its witness Sri Ram Kumar Tewari, who is 
Manager, in the bank as M. W. 1. 

9. Heard and perused the record. 

10. I have anxiously considered the facts and 
pleading of the case adduced by the parties in the instant 
case in the light of the reference order. 

11. It may be pointed out that by a bare perusal of 
the terms of reference order it is quite clear that die date of 
termination of the services of the workman has not been 
mentioned in itself. However, even if assuming the fact 
that the whole action of the opposite part bank is violative 
of the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, then a 
normal question arises before the tribunal as to from date 
the claimant should be ordered to be reinstated in the 
service of the bank. It is settled legal position of law that 
the tribunal cannot travel beyond the scope and ambit of 
Section 10(4) of the Industrial Dispute Act, and since there 
is no date mentioned in the order of reference showing die 
termination of the workman, the tribunal ipso facto cannot 
assumed the date of terminatipn of services of the workman 
as 13-9-83 on the basis of mere pleadings of the parties. 

12. Therefore, it is concluded that since there is no 
date of termination of the service of the workman in the 
reference reference order itself, the workman cannot be 
held entitled for any relief pursuant to the present reference 
order. 

13. However it is made clear that the reference order 
should be clear and specific and at the same time it was 
also the responsibility of the workman to have mentioned 
the date of termination of his services by the opposite 
party before the Assistant Labour Commissioner while 
endorsing his claim before him. No mention of the date of 
termination of his services in the reference order itself is 
sufficient to hold that the reference order is bound to be 
answered against the workman for the reasons given in the 
body of the award. 

14. For the reasons recorded above if is held that 
the claimant is not entitled to any relief in the present 
reference and the reference is answeredagainst him and in 
favour of the opposite party. 

18-7-2011 RAM PARKASH, Presiding Officer 

27 2011 

ZRT.3TT. arfrifWT, 1947 ( 1947 
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New Delhi, the 27th January, 2011 

• S.O. 595. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 7/2008) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-1, Mumbai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Western Railway and their workman, 
received by the Central Government on 25-1-2011. 

[ No. L41012/2(V06-IR(B-I)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1 

MUMBAI 

Present: Justice G S. Sairaf, Presiding Officer 
Ref. No. CGIT-7 of 2008 

Parties ^Employers in relation to the management of 
Western Railway 

And 

Their workmen (Shri Bimal Ram and 21 others) 
APPEARANCES: 

For the Management : Absent. 

For the Union : Absent. 

State Maharashtra 

Mumbai, dated the 17th day of January, 2011 

AWARD 

1. This is a reference made by the Central 
Government in exercise of its powers under clause (d) of 
sub-section 1 of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act 1947 vide Government of India, Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi Order No. L-41012/20/2006-IR (B-I) dated 
5-12-2007. The terms of reference given in the schedule 
are as follows: 

“Whether the action of the management of Western 
Railway Admistration, Mumbai Division, Mumbai 
by not promoting Shri Bimal Ram and 21 others is 
justified ? If not, what relief these 22 workmen are 
entitled to?” 

2. None is present on behalf of the Management. 

3. None is present on behalf of the Union inspite 
of service of notices four times. 

4. Since no statement of claim has been filed on 
behalf of the workman the reference stands disposed of 
as not prosecuted. 

5. An Award is passed accordingly. 

JUSTICE G S. SARRAF, Presiding Officer 


i 
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New Delhi, the 27th January, 2011 

S.O. 596.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 2 /2009) 
of the Industrial Tribunal (Central) Bhavnagar as shown in 
the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of State Bank of 
Saurashtra and their workmen, which was received by the 
Central Government on 8-7-2010. 

[No. L-12012/107/93-IR (B-I)] 

RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

Exhibit-83 

BEFORE SHREE S.S. PANCHAL, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL CENTRAL, BHAVNAGAR 

Reference I.T.C. (New) No. 2 of2009 
Reference I.T.C. (Old) No. 11 of 1993 

First Party : (1) The General Manager, (P. & A.) 

State Bank of Saurashtra, 

Now State Bank of India, 

Head Office, 

Nilam Baugh Circle Chowk, 
Bhavnagar. 

(2) Branch Manager, 

State Bank of Saurashtra, 

Now State Bank of India, 

Circle Chowk 
Junagadh 

V/s 

Second Party : It’s Workman Smt. Savitaben 

Naran’s Legal heir son Bharat 
Naran 

C/o Manibhai Gandhi, 

113, City Center Complex, 
KalaNala, 

Bhavnagar. 


APPERANCES : 

Mr. F.M. Battiwala, Advocate for the First Pafrties, 

Mr. Manilal G Gandhi, Advocate for the Second Parties, 
AWARD 

1. This Reference was referred to the Industrial 
Tribunal, Central, Ahmedabad for the adjudiction, by the 
Government of India/Bharat Sarkar, Ministry of Labour/ 
Shram Mantralaya, New Delhi, vide it’s Office order 
No. L-12012/107/93-IR(B-I) dated: 28-10-1993. But later, 
order below Civil Application No. 2024/2009 dated : 
3-9-2009 passed by the Hon’ble High Court of Gujarat, this 
Reference has been transferred to this Tribunal. The 
schedule of the dispute is as under: 

“Whether the action of the management of State 
Bank of Saurashtra in terminating the services of 
Smt. Savitaben Naan’s Farash/Sweeper is legal and 
justified ? If not, to what reliefthe workman is entitled 
to?” 

2. In the present case first party no. 1 General 
Manager, (P. & A.) State Bank of Saurashtra now the State 
Bank of India, Bhavnagar will be referred as a “first party 
No. I”, and the Branch Manager, State Bank of Saurashtra, 
Junagadh will be referred as a “First Party No. 2”, while 
concerned workman and its legal heir son Mr. Bharat Narain 
will be referred as a “Second Party concerned workman.” 

3. After that the second party concerned workman 
has filed his statement of claim vide Ex-10 and has 
represented to this Tribunal that. Second Party concerned 
workman was working as a Class IV workman since 1984. 
Concerned workman was serving in the Bank sincerely 
and honestly. During her service she had never been given 
any Charge sheet. Mono or Show cause Notice, or has 
never been punished before. Second Party concerned 
workman was retired due to her age. Second Party 
concerned workman has worked on the vacant post 
continuously up to more than 240 days. Therefore Second 
Party concerned workman had represented before the 
appropriate authority to regularized her but unfortunately 
she had been retrenched from her service vide their Office 
Order No. JND/ Staff 162 Dated, 8-Q2-1990 with immediate 
effect. After that, Second Party concerned workman had 
had represented before the appropriate authority in written 
an orally to regularized her but there was no result. She 
had not been retrenched without paying any 
compensation and without any notice, notice pay. Second 
Party concerned workman submits that she had worked in 
the first party up to seven years. Thus it is a clear breach 
of the Section 25 F of the Industrial Disputes Act-1947. 
After terminating her First Party has engaged oth-.r 
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workmen in their institute. And thus it is a clear breach of 
the Section 25H and 25G of the Industrial Disputes Act- 
1947. Thus, the aforesaid order of the dismissal is liable to 
be illegal, malafied and unjustified in the eyes of law and 
therefore the action of the management of State Bank of 
India in terminating the services of Smt. Savitaben Naran, 
vide order dated: 8-2-1990 is illegal and unjustified, and 
therefore the said order of the management should be set¬ 
a-side. In the above-mentioned facts and circumstances 
of the case, the second party workman has prayed that, 
the First Party may be directed to reinstate the second 
party workman on her original post with full back wages 
and continuity of service and with all consequential 
benefits the interest of justice. 

4. In reply of the Statement of the Claim, the First 
party has submitted his reply vide Ex-32 and submitted 
that, the reference made by the Government is bad in law 
and, therefore the same deserves to be dismissed on this 
ground alone. Further the First Party has submitted that 
there is no reference order against the Regional Manager, 
Rajkot who is joined directly as a party in the statement of 
claim and, therefore, the reference deserves to be dismissed 
on this ground also. Further in the written statement the 
First Party has submitted that, this Tribunal has no right, 
to rule the present Reference case. First Party has denied 
all the facts shown in the Statement of Claim, and further 
represented that, eligibility criteria for appointment in the 
subordinate cadre of the Bank is that a person should 
have passed 8th standard and the maximum age limit 
prescribed is 24 years. Further in the written statement the 
First Party has submitted that, applicant of the present 
reference was temporarily engaged for filling drinking water 
in the pots and cleaning utensils on fixed remunoation of 
Rs. 100 per month which work was of only halfanhourin 
a day. Further in the written statement the First Party has 
submitted that, the concerned workman does not possess 
the requisite educational qualificatory. Also it was found 
that she was 31 years old When she was temporarily 
engaged on purely ad hocand temporary basis. Further in 
the written statement the First Party has submitted and 
invite the attention towards the Judgment of Hon’ble 
Supreme Court, in the case of Surendra Kumar Gyani V/s. 
Stateof Rajasthan & Others, reported in 1993IILLJ P. 903 
wherein it has been observed that, when it was expressly 
made clear that the appointment was purely on temporary 
basis, the termination cannot be interfered by thd Court. 
The same observations are made by the Allahabad High 
Court in the case of Knshnalal V/s. S. Bahadur Sing & 
Others reported in 1993IICLR P. 790. Hence, the present 
Reference is liable to igected with the cost. 

5. Vide presenting Ex. 11 the Second Party 
concerned workman had requested to this Tribunal to order 


the First Party to produce the documentary evidence asked 
- in die said Exhibit. Vide Ex. 12 the First Party has given 
their reply and has objected the same. Vide presenting 
Ex. 13 the Second Party concerned workman had requested 
to this Tribunal to join the legal hair Mr. Bharat Naran, the 
son of the concerned workman late Mrs. Savitaben Naran. 
In support to the said request Mr. Bharat Naran has 
submitted his affidavit vide Ex. 14. On the aforesaid Ex. 13 
the Ex-Tribunal had passed cmfer to join a$ a party to the 
same. The Second Partyconcemedworkra®has submitted 
their documentary evidence i.e. the death certificate of the 
Mrs. Savitaben Naran and the Birth Dafe Certificate of Mr. 
Bharat Naran Vadher vides Ex. 15. Further, inedition to their 
reference case the Second Party concerned workman has 
submitted their documentary evidence vide Ex. 17 and vide 
Ex 19. The Second Party concerned workman has submitted 
an application to change the name of the First Party Bank 
and the same was granted by this Tribunal, The oral 
evidence of the Second Party concerned workman has been 
represented through an affidavit vide Ex. 27 and the affidavit 
presented by the concerned Second Party workman was 
cross examined by the First Party. The Second Party 
concerned workman has submitted their documentary 
evidences vide Ex. 71. The second party workman has 
produced its dosing purses on 21-12-2009. 

6. The First Party has submitted its documentaiy 

evidence i.e. an affidavit of the Branch Manager of State 
Bank of India, Bhavnagai; Vide Ex. 30 and the same was 
cross examined by theSfccbud Party. The First Party has 
submitted their Recruitment Rules and Circulars Ex. vide 
76. ^ • 

7. The Second Party concerned workman has 
produced their written argument vide Ex. 78. While die 
First Party made (hear argument in oral. Both the arguments 
made by the parties have been taken into die consideration. 

8. After taking into the consideration the arguments 
of the both the parties this Tribunal has to decide that, 
whether the action of the management of State Bank of 
Saurashtra in terminating dm services of Smt. Savitaben 
Naran, Farash/Sweeper is legal and justified? If not, to 
what relief the said worieman is entitled to ? 

9. The First Party has made argument that, 
applicant of the preset reference was temporarily engaged 
for filling drinking water in the pots and cleaning utensils 
on fixed remuneration of Rs. 100 per month which work 
was of only half an hour in a day. Further the First Party 
has made an argument fhat, the concerned workman does 
not possess die requisite educational qualifications. The 
Second Party concetned ^oakman was engaged only for 
cleaning die Bank premises; She was engaged only for 
two hours a day. Secoari Basty concerned workmarf was 
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illiterate. She was appointed without any interview or any 
legal procedure. Hence, the present reference case is liable 


to be rejected. 

10. In other side Second Party concerned workman 
has argued in written and has submitted that, looking into 
this Reference, case, there is no dispute between the parties' 
that, Second Party concerned workman was working in 
the First Party with effect from 1-12-1983. It has been 
proved by the Second Party concerned workman Second 
Party concerned workman vide Ex. 72. There is no dispute 
between the parties that the Second Party concerned 
workman was retrenched from his services with effect from 
8-2-1990. Looking to the documents presented by the 
Second Party concerned woorkman it is very clear that the 
Second Party concerned workman has worked more than 
240 days during the every year. In the case on hand, vide 
Ex. 17 the Second Party concerned workman has submitted 
their documentary evidences i.e. the Certificate given to 
the Second Party concerned workman by the Manager of 
the S B.S. Junagadh, an office order of the appointment 
for the months of the September, 1987, October, 87, 
November, 87, December, 87, January, 1988, May, 1989 to 
December, 1989, January, 1990 and February, 1990. Looking 
to the said documentary evidences it is very clear that, the 
Second Party concerned workman was engaged by the 
First Party during the different months to months with the 
specific remunerations. Thus, it is proved by the Second 
Party concerned workman that she was working in the 
First Party during the period she has shown in ha- written 
statement. 

11. Looking into this Reference case, the second 
party concerned workman’s legal heir Mr. Bharat Naran 
has submitted his affidavit vide Ex. 27, and was cross- 
examined by the first party but nothing has been brought 
out in his oral evidence by the First Party which can help 
to the First Party. The Second Party concerned workman 
was serving irj the First Party as a Farash/Sweeper since 
1-12-1983. The Second Party concerned workman has 
submitted that, she has worked more then 240 days in the 
presiding year in the First Party. 

12. The Second Party concerned workman has 
produced office orders vide Ex. 34 to 59 issued by the 
Manager, State Bank of Saurashtra, Junagadh. In the said 
written documentary evidences the working days of the 
concerned workman has been shown. There is no dispute 
between the parties about the date of the retrenchment 
i.e. 8-2-1990. It is very clear that the concerned workman 
was retrenched from her service on 8-2-1990. In the present 
case the concerned workman had been retrenched on 8-2- 
1990, while looking to the Ex, 47 to 59 it is very clear that 
the concerned workman has worked 359 days, thus it is 


more than 240 days in the preceding twelve months. Thus, 
it is very clear that the concerned workman is entitled to 
get the protection of the Sections 25-B and 25-F. 

13. In the present reference case the First Party 
has taken defense that, while retrenching the workman it 
is not necessary to give the notice, notice pay to the 
concerned workman. But in the case on hand, the First 
Party has submitted their oral evidence through an 
affidavit of Mr. Ashwinbhai Gunvantrai Bhatt, vide Ex. 
30, and in his cross-examination the said witness has 
confessed that, “He has no any other information about 
that, the concerned workman had given notice or 
compensation." Thus, the oral evidence produced by 
the First Party goes against the First Party, that the before 
the retrenchment to the concerned workman was not 
given any ntftice, notice pay and even retrenchment 
compensation. In reply of the said argument of the First 
Party, the Second Party concerned workman has cited 
the judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court oflndia, 
R.M. Ydlatti V/s. The Asst Executive Engineer, published 
in 2005, III, CLR, 1028. The principle laid down in the said 
judgment that the daily wager is entitled to get protection 
of Sec. 25-F. In the present case also it is found that die 
concerned workman is a daily wager Farash/Sweeper. 
And further the said principle is also laid down in the 
case of Ramesh Kumar V/s. State of Haryana, published 
in 2010 (1) L.L.N. 831. Looking into the said judgement 
delivered by the Hon’ble Supreme Cotut of India, it is 
noted by the "Supreme Court of India in its Judgement 
para-13 asunder: 

“13. We are conscious of the fact that an 
appointment on public post cannot be made in 
contravention of recruitment rules and constitutional 
scheme of employment. However in view of the 
materials placed before the Labour Court and in this 
Court, we are satisfied that the said principle would 
not apply in the case on hand. As rightly pointed 
out, the appellant has not prayed for regula ri zation 
but only for reinstatement with continuity of service 
for which he is legally entitled to. It is to be noted in 
the case of termination of casual employee what is. 
required to be seen in whether a workman has 
completed 240 days in the preceding 12 months or 
not. If sufficient materials are shown that workman 
has completed 240 day then his service cannot be 
terminated, without giving notice or compensation 
in lieu of it in terms of S. 25F. The High Court failed 
to appreciate that in the present case appellant has 
completed 240 days in thepreceding 12 months and 
no notice or compensation in lieu of it was given to 
him, in such circumstances his termination was 
illegal.” 
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1 It is ordered to die First Party that the legal 
heir of the concerned woriunai Spit. Savitaben 
Naran, Mr. Bharat Naran is entitled to get 50% 
of the back wages as per the remuneration 
shown in the last appointment order, i.e. vide 
Ex. 59, for die period from 8-02-90to 18-09-2001 
within the 30 days of the publication of this 
award. 


14. In the case on the hand, it is proved by the 
documentary evidence by the Second Patty concerned 
workman that, appellant has completed more than 240 
days in the preceding 12 months and no notice or 
compensation in lieu Of it was given to her It is settled 
law that the any workman is entitled to reinstate on the 
post only if she should Jiave woiked more than 240 days 
in preceding twelve months from the date of his 
retrenchment. Thus, now the question arise in the case 
on hand, that, when the termination of the services of 
Smt. Savitaben Naran is legal, and unjustified? If not 
what relief the concerned workman is entitled to? Looking 
into the matter, the Second Party concerned workman 
has cited the reported case to support his case i.e. 

P. V. K. Distillery Ltd. V/s. Mahendra Ram, reported in 
2009,1, CLR, 883. In the said reported case The Hon’ble 
Supreme Court of India has held that if the breach of the 
Sec. 25-F is proved by the appellant, them he is entitled 
to get 50% of the back wages. In the case on the hand, 
the breach of the Sec. 25-F is proved by the Second 
Party concerned workman, and hence, the legal heir of 
the concerned workman is entitled, to get 50% of the 
back wages. The witness of the First Party Mr. 
Ashwinbhai Gunvantrai Bhatt has been examined vide 
Ex. 30, and has confessed in his cross-examination that, 
they have not presented any proof in the case on hand 
that, the concerned workman was earning doing some 
work at any other place. Thus, the concerned workman 
was thoroughly unemployed during the retrenchment 
period. Here it should be noted that the, Second Party 
concerned workman has died on 18-09-2001. While she 
was retrenched from her services from 8-02-90. In the 
case on hand the concerned workman has produced her 
last appointment order vide Ex. 59, and in the said office 
order it has been showed that the concerned workman 
had been appointed as a Chaprashi and her monthly 
salary has been indicated Rs, 815 per month. Hence, the 
concerned workman is entitled to Rs: 815 per month, and 
is entitled to reinstate on the post showed in the aforesaid 
office order. But, in the case on hand, the concerned 
workman was retrenched from her services on 8-02-1990 
and she has died on 18-1 -2001. Therefore it is clear that 
she is no more from 18-1-2001 and hence, she is not 
entitled to reinstate on the post, but, she is entitled to 
get compensation. Thus, Second Party concerned 
workman’s legal heir is entitled to get the compensation 
during the period from' 18-02-90 to 8-9-2001. Thus, the 
reference on the hand is liable to grant partially. 
Therefore, this Tribunal passes the following order : 

ORDER 

1. The Reference made by Smt. Savitaben Naran 
is granted partially accordingly. 


3. The First Party w|U pay R$. 500- as a cost to 
Second Party coactated workman's legal heir 
Mr. Bharat Naran. 

Bhavnagar. 

Dated: 28-6-2010. 

S. S. PANCHAL, Industrial Tribunal, Central 

M 2011 
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New Delhi, the 28th Januaiy, 2011 

S.O. 597.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. CGIT/ 
NGP/201/2003) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Disputebetween the employers 
in relation to the management of Ordnance Factory Board 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 28-1-201L 

(Np.L?-14025/1/2011-IR (DU)] 

r D. S. 

. ANNEXURE ( ' • 

BEFORE SHRI FT. GHAND, PRESIDING 

CaseNo.CQlT/NGP^l^«i03 Date: 24-01-2011. 

Petitioner/ : Shri Kt S; BJnnbbure& 25 Others, 
Party No. 1 C/o ShriMS.Bhuibhure, 

VUlagh Sufrthan, Tab.' Bhadrawati, 

Dirt. Chandrapur. 
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Versus 

Respondent/ : 1. The Secretary, 

Party No. 2 Ministry of Defence through the . 

Chairman, Ordnance Factory Board, ' 

10/ A, Auckland Road, 
Calcutta-700001. 

2. The General Manager, 

Ordnance Factory, Chanda, 

Post Office: Chandrapur 
Ordnance Factory, Tah. Bhadrawati, 
Dist. Chandrapur. 

AWARD 

(Dated: 24th January, 2011) 

This is an application, filed by Shri M. S. Bhurbhure 
and twenty five others, who are the employees of Ordnance 
Factory, Chanda in the District of Chandrapur under 
Section 33-C(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 
1947) (“the Act” in short) for computation of their overtime 
wages. 

2. It is necessary to mention here that the original 
application was first filed by the applicants before the 
Central Administrative Tribunal, Bombay, making the 
Union of India, Ministry of Defence Production, through 
its Secretary, New Delhi and through the Chairman, 
Ordnance Factory Board, 10/A, Auckland Road, Calcutta 
and the General Manager, Ordnance Factory, Chanda as 
the opposite parties. The Central Administrative Tribunal, 
Bombay vide order dated 16-10-1997 dismissed the original 
application filed by the applicants, on the ground of wait 
of jurisdiction, with liberty to file a case in the appropriate 
forum. So, the applicants filed I. D. Case No. 21 of 98 u/s 
33-C(2) of the Act, in the Labour Court, Chandrapur. The 
opposite parties raised the preliminary objection of the 
Labour Court, Chandrapur of having no jurisdiction to try 
the case, for want of notification of Central Government. 
The applicants, therefore, moved an application for transfer 
of ID. Case No.21/98 to the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunai-cum-Labour Court, Nagpur, before the Labour 
Court, Chandrapur. The Labour Court, Chandrapur 
rej ected the application on 25-2-2003. Then the applicants 
approached the Hon’ble High Court of judicature at 
Bombay, Bench of Nagpur for redress. The Hon’ble Court 
as per orders dated 2nd May, 2003 in Misc. Civil 
Application No. 148/2003 (arising out of writ petition No. 
983/2003) directed the transfer of I. D. case No. 21/98 from 
the file of Labour Court, Chandrapur to this tribunal for 
disposal according to law, with a direction to proceed with 
the case from the stage at which it was pending in the 
Labour Court, Chandrapur. According to die direction of 
the Hon ‘bleHigh Court, the record and proceedings of I. 
D. Case 28/98 were transferred to this Tribunal by the 
Labour Court, Chandrapur. 


3. The caseof die applicants as pa - their statement 
of claim is that they are employees of Ordnance Factory, 
Chanda and are covered under Section 2(2) of Indian 
Factories Act, 1948 and the non-applicant No. 1 is Union 
of India and non-applicant No. 2 is the drawing, 
disbursement and appointing authority and prior to 1983, 
they were being paid overtime at double the rate, but from 
1983, over time is not being paid to them at double the 
rate, as per the provisions of Section 59 of the Indian 
Factories Act, although other similarly situated employees 
are being paid overtime at double the rate and thus, the 
non-applicants are causing discrimination between the 
similarly situated employees and creating class amongst 
class and not following die provisions of Section 59 of the 
Factories Art uniformly, for payment of overtime and they 
are directly working under the non-applicant No. 2 and 
policy decisions are taken by the non-applicant No. 1. 

,’i The further case of the applicants is that they arc 
working as Barber, Dhobi, Cook, Masakbi and Mali and 
are lowest paid employees and are workers and they jointly 
agitated the matter of payment of overtime at double the 
rate, through the Union, “Bharatiya Suraksha Karmacharya 
Sangh Ordnance Factory, Chanda and submitted the first 
representation on 9-12-1985, demanding the 
implementation of the orders of the non-applicant No. 1 
given in letter No. 2010/AT-P(PC-6) dated 6-11-1974 and 
CDA (Pys) Calcutta letter No. Pay/Tech./I/73/General 
dated 14-4-1975 and the letter dated 6-11-1974 was issued 
by the Asstt. Controller of Defence Accounts and the said 
letter states that, “who are employed in the section locate 
outside the factory premises but within the outer fencing 
of the factory can also be treated as covered by Factories 
Act and paid overtime allowance accordingly in terms of 

Ministry of Defence.” and they are posted to security, 

hospital yard and estate sections for performing th&r duties 
and they have to perform shift duties within the premises 
of the factory and their normal duty hours are 44% hours 
in a week, but, actual work taken from them is 48 hours m 
a week and thus they work for 3% hows extra than the 
allotted hours, hence normally they are entitled for 
overtime wages for 3% hours every week and accordingly 
payment of overtime with bonus is being paid to the 
employees of the Ordnance factory but though they are 
siniiilariy situated, they are not paid overtime at double the 
rate like others and initially the employees such as Darwan, 
Fire-brigade staff. Telephone Operators and Security 
Assistants working in Ordnance Factory, Chanda were 
not paid overtime at douWethe rate, but after the judgement 
and order of the Hon’ble High Court of judicature of 
Calcutta, those categories were made entitled to get 
ov^timeat double the rate beyond 44% hours. It is further 
pleaded by the applicants that they are being paid the 
overtime allowance according to fix slab rate and the nature 
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of the work carried out by them cannot be classified as 
work of the office staff and they are directly responsible 
for defence production and they we entitled to get for 
productivity linked bonus and Cooks, Vendors, Masalchi 
cooking in the canteen of the ordnance factory and barber 
attached to security are paid overtime allowance at double 
the rate, as per the provisions of the Factory Act and even 
though they are attached to Ordnance Factory Hospital 
and other establishments situated within the factory 
premise are not paid overtime allowance at the rate of their 
colleagues and the whole of the establishment of Ordnance 
Factory, Chanda is registered under Factory Act and die 
provisions of the Factory Act are applicable to each and 
every employee working within the premises ofthe factory, 
irrespective of their individual activities and as such, they 
are to be paid overtime as per provisions of Factory Act 
and even employees working at the Head of water works 
and sewerage plapts, which are 8 to 9 kilometers from the 
factory are paid Overtime as per provisions of Factories 
Act and the Tribunal of Mumbai Bench in OA No.459/94, 
in the case of Mrs. Manorama John and 68 others Vs U.O.I. 
and others by order dated 20-10-1995 have held that the 
staff working in Ordnance Factory, to whatever categories 
they belong, are governed by Factory Act. The same view 
has beat taken by CAT Bench of Madras in OA No.980/89 
and OA No.983/89 decided on 30-9-91 and CAT Bench, 
Jabalpur in OA No.363/86 decided on 4-3-1994 has also 
followed the view of CAT, Madras and the relief claimed 
by them is common, which cap be granted by one common 
judgement and they have not claimed individual benefit 
and the individual benefit will flow out of the judgement 
after acceptance of their challenge to the acts of 
discrimination and arbitrariness of the non-applicants. The 
applicants have prayed to direct the non-applicant No.2 
to compute the overtime wages from 1983 of each of them/ 
as per the provisions of Section 59 ofthe Indian Factories 
Act, to declare that they are entitled to get overtime at 
double the rate as pr the provisions of Factories Act, 1948. 
from 9-12-1985 and to direct the non-applicant to pay the 
arrears of difference. 

4. The management of the non-applicants refuting 
the allegations made by the applicants, have filed their 
written statement pleading inter-alia that the applicants 
are though the employees of Ordnance Factory, Chanda, 
they are not covered under section 2(2) of Indian Factories 
Act, 1948 and they are (non-applicants) not causing any 
discrimination between the similarly situated employees 
by not following the provisions of Section 59 of the 
Factories Act and the applicants are working in hospital, 
DSC Barracks, Guest House and gardens situated in the 
estate of Ordnance Factory, Chanda, which are not 
connected directly or indirectly or incidentally to any 
production or manufacturing process as mentioned in the 


Factories Act and as such, the applicants do not come 
under the definition of “workers” provided unde 1 the said 
Act and therefore not entitled for any overtime wages 
under Section 59 of die Factories Act and the services of 
the applicants, who are working as Baibar, Dhobi, Cook, 
Masalchi and Mali are governed by executive order of the 
Government and executive order dated 19-3-1991 of DOPT 
is very clear about the payment of overtime to such Dhobi, 
Cook, Masalchi, Barber etc. working in hospital, DSC 
barracks, Inspection Bungalow and gardens etc. which 
are not directly or indirectly connected with the 
manufacturing process or the premises of factory and the 
applicants were always governed by executive orders 
stipulating payment of overtime at slap rate and they were 
never treated as factory workers and they were also never 
been paid overtime in accordance with Section 59 of the 
Factories Act and at present overtime is being paid as per 
DOPT dated 19-3-1991 only. It is further pleaded by the 
management that the applicants are not doing duties within 
the premises of the factory and their services are of shift 
duties and shift duties are governed by the set off 
departmental Rules and the applicants are not working 
extra time then Unallotted hours and as such they are not 
entitled to draw overtime wages for 3 Vi hours every week 
and there is no dispute regarding payment of overtime 
and bonus to the employees of the ordnance factory, who 
are working in factory but the applicants are not working 
in similar situation, so they are not entitled for the overtime 
at double the rates like others working in the factory and 
the applicants are entitled for production link bonus like 
other staff and not connected with manufacturing process 
and mere entitlement to the production of link bonus is 
not a yard stick to establish and classify them as worker 
under the Factories Act and Cooks, Vendors, Masalchi, 
cooking in the canteen inside the ordnance factory arer 
paid overtime allowance as the provision of Factories Act, 
as they are directly, indirectly or incidentally connected to 
manufacturing process but the applicants are not 
connected with manufacturing process or premises 
situated within the premises of the Ordnance Factory, 
Estate and as such, not entitled for overtime allowance at 
double the rate and the factory premises, of Ordnance 
Factory, Chanda is different unit than the Ordnance Factory 
Estate and the Estate includes different establishments 
outside the factory premises like school, hospital, guest 
house, parus etc. for the benefit and w elfare of the residents 
of estate and thus whole area of estate of ordnance factory 
cannot be taken as factory premises and employees 
working at the Head of water works and sewerage plants 
are directly or indirectly connected with the manufacturing 
process as water is essential for running boilers, preserving 
the wp ammunitions and washing of the components and 
raw materials required for production activities of the 
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factory and unless the entitlement of the applicants is 
proved to receive the overtime compensation at double 
the rate, the applicant u/s 33-C(2) is not maintainable. 

5. It is necessary to mention here that since 

8- 4-2010 neither the applicants nor their advocate appeared 

to take part in the case. On 22-9r2010, in the interest of 
justice, a last chance was given to the applicants to take 
part in the hearing of the case and.the case was posted to 
10-11 -2010. On 10-11-2010 also, neither the applicants 
nor their advocate appeared, so the case was posted to 
21 -12-2010 lor hearing of argument on merit of the case. 
However, on 21-12-20 1 0, as the 1 applicants remained absent 
and none appejirs on their behalf, the matter was taken ex- 
parte against them and argument was heard from die side 
ot management and the case was closed and posted for 
award. ; : ■' ■ ■ ;;V 

6. In this case* the applicants have filed the 
application under Section 33»C(2.) of the Act for 
computation of the overtime wages from 1983 ofeach 
applicant as per the provision of Section 59 of the Indian 
Factories Act. The applicants have also: prayed for a 
declaration that they are entitled to get overtime at double 
the rate as per the provisions of Factory Act, 1948 from 

9- 12-1985 i.e. the date from whichf-^y started Agitating 
for the same. Their case is that though the; • abe working as 
Barber, Dhobi, Cook, Masalehi and Mali aiH posted to 
security, hospital, yard and estate sections situ'ak ‘ within 
the factory premises and are coveted under SeUrori '2) 
of the Indian Factories Act, ^TS.ovetliniewagesat (fertile 
the rate is not being paid to them, even though flieir 
counterparts working in the canteen pf the ordnance 
factory are paid overtime allowance ft double the rate as 
per the. provisions of the Factories Act, and as such, they 
are entitled to the overtime payable to their counterparts 
working in the canteen of the ordnance factory. The 
m anagenient has contest ed die claim of the applicant s 
stating that the applicants are m>t entitled for overtime at 
double the rate lie their counterparts,. as. the applicants are 
working in establishment tor up keep and welfare activities 
for the residents of the estate, which afe not connected 
with any production or manufacturing process or factory 
preniises and the application is not maintainable since the 
principal question involved in the application relates to 
the classification of the applicants and tis to whether the 
applicants are entitled for overtime at double the rate like 
their counterparts working in canteen of The ordnance 
factory and such reliefs cannot be claimed under Section 
33-C(2) of the Act. 

7. It is well settled by the Hon’ble Apex Court in the 
decision reported in 1988(11) CLR-229 (P.K.Singh Vs. the 
Presiding Officer) that:— 


“The Legislative history to which we have just 
referred clearly indicates that having provided 
i, .broadly-for It^iinyv^ightiojn^l-^eijilpmeiit of 
•• r industrial disputes on the basis, oCcolleejive 

. bitTgaining, die legislature recogni/uhhat individual 
workmen should be given a speedy remedy to 
enforce their existing individual righ'is, aiul so 
' : inserted S 33-A in tlieAct in l950itnd aiktedS/33-C 

' 'in I95$.Tfiesetwo provisions ilTbtftfrdefhecases in 
which individual workmen can enforce their rights 
. without having to take recourse to S.10(l) of the 
Act, or without having to depend upon their Union 
, h, to es(muse their cause. Therefore, m construing 
S. 33-C. we have to bear in mind two relevant 


considerations The eohstniciimr should not be so 
...j.- broad.as to bring within the sco^e of S. 33-C cases 
which wouldTa(i under S, 10(1), Where industrial 
■;••j; disputes iirise between employees tie!ntgcoljecttycly 
• ; .j j ,, and foeir employers, they must betUliudioafrxUipon 
: ; n ca i m thc mayiier prescribed by t he Acl, as for, htshfoce, 
.jijciin byireli^meerinder^S-111(1). These disp^fosejinnot 
jy.ni ;/h dnrbWMght;withii»cthjepurview.of.%33-C-Similarly, 
. 11l having regard to the fact that thy pqlfcy^pf thc 
.... <r , , JLegislahifein enacting S.33-C is to provide a speedy 

remedy to tireIndividual workmen to enforce or 
their existing rights, it would not be 


reasonable topxclude from the scope of this section 
cases of existing rights which are sought to be 


to >r j 

>1 tlfoughui detfcfm^ingSK wope uf$,3.VC we must 
,, , take i^re not to exclude, cases which legitimately fall 
witfiin its purview, we must also bPhf itt mMd that 
•» which MunderS, KK1) of the Act for,instance, 

cjinnot be brought Within the scope of ; $/33Hp’. 


Applying thy principles enunciated by the Hon’ble 
Apex Court as mentioned above, it is found that in the 
statement of claim itself, the applicants have prayed for 
declaration that they my entitled tp. get overtime at dquble 
the rates as per the provision,of the Factories wjhich 

does not;cqqps.qnder thf? purview ; of Section 33-C(2) of 
the Act. ;Fosr; sych ,declaration, - the reference of the 
question:wheth 0 r theyareenlitl#for overtime at double 
the rate is necessary under section 10 of the Act. Hence, 
1 find that the application filed by the applicants under 
Section 33-C(2) is nm irtaintainable and the same is 


rejected. ;!; •;■ ‘, ? : ..cn 


f fornotiffoatiofL 


j. P. CHAFfD, Presiding 6fficei^ 
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mjm ,^¥^>1947 (1947 

ga i4) *mrt ^ #* w- ^r. 

TT^T. ^ ^ 

3T3W f 4#i^ ftwrc 3 


2003 ) ^ TOftm ^ i -sfr 28 -1 >2011 

TO fSffV «ff (; ' 

[tttp-40011/30/2003-311^ m ("St.^ ) ] 
t£t 

NewDdfei,&e2lihJ«auary, 2011 

S^O. S^fe-—Itt jmrsuaiice of S action 17 of the 
Industrial DisptttesAet, 1947 (14 oft947), the Central 
Govemmemhereby publishesthe award (Ref. No, CGIT/ 
NGP/211/2003) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribuaal-cum-Labottr Court Nagpur as shown in the 


[No. L4001l/30E003-Hl(DU)] 
D.S. S. SRINIVASA RACVSerit Officer 

V... J&mMm 



$04-2011. 


Petitioner/ 
Party No.l 


The General Manager(Telecom), 
Telecom Bbavan, Zero Miles, 
Civil tines. 


No.L-40011/30/2003-IR(DU) dated 31-7*2003, with the 
following schedule:— 


Engineer, Telecom Microwave Project, CTO 

(^mpound, Nagna'-l, in terminating the services of 
: vrins workman Sh. Z.P. Mawalwala, TSM w.e.f. 

‘'241-2002 islegal^Bdjmtified?” 

2. -On receipt of file reference, the parties were 

noticed to file their respective statement of claim and 
written statement in response to which, the workman filed 
his statement ofclai®, w^bere as, the Patty No.l filed its 
written stat ement . ' ' 

3. the case of the workman as projected in his 
statement of claim fis cal he was initially appointed on 
21-1 1986 as a casual labourer orally with the General 
Manager, Railway, decttfiieabon Project, Telecom and then, 
he was transferred to fee Divisional Engineer, Telecom 
Microwave wM. 5-10-1987 and thereafter, he was asked 
to workundertheDivisional Eagneer, Telecom, Microwave 
(survey) and m they ear 1989, he was transferred to the 


l S5 MW -‘V' 8 3TTu K^tj ? it », lC I 


No. 1 was extracting die service of electrician, mechanic 
etc. from him. aulhe worked continuously without any 
break with the Party No-1 and as such, he was given 
temporary status* wxX 25-6-1993 vide, letter dated 
20-3*1998«^ tl^pm?dsiens of casual labourers (Grant 
ampliation Scheme) and his 

GfiMtk Mad«Br, Mtestem Tefecom Project vide order 






no such order was issued to trim and thereby, he was 
deprived of from variowftcilities of regular mardoor and 
suddenly on 2-11-2002, the Party No.l terminated his 
styyfcfr ********** gfferi by a written order, on 
oafonetit ofo»e mcril&Vfalary and on 8-11-2002, he 




dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of Telecom (“Party No. 1” in short) and their 


of his service 



A; the termaari^ti^p^hia service can be termed as 
jmd Uagriajrt the principles of “last come 
fifet jb” anfint time, the Party 
No, i submitted service was terminated for same 
mis conduct and the Party .No. l in their reply before the 
RLC mentioned that on 31-7-2002, he was asked to drive 
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the official vehicle and when two of the officers of the was not retraichedbut temanated (hie to cross negligence 


Party No. 1 asked him to wait for them, outside a hotel and 
left the velude, two Laptops kept in the said official vehicle 
(car) were stolen and such theft was committed due to his 
negligence (workman’s negligence) and they conducted 
internal enquiry and on the basis of such internal enquiry, 
his service was terminated and from the said reply, it is 
clear that his service was terminated on the ground of 
misconduct, but, before termination of his service, no 
charge sheet was issued and if any enquiry was conducted, 
then such enquiry was conducted without complyiflg- the 
principles of natural justice, as at no point 
depositions or statements were recorded on bt&alf df the 
Party No.l in his presence and no opportunity of cross- 
examination was granted to him and thus the alleged 
enquiry was in utter disregard to the settle procedure for 
conducting departmental enquiry and he had acquired the 
status of confirmed employee, as his services were ordered 
to be regularized vide order dated 18-2-1999 arid as such, 
he should not have been thrown out from the service in 
such a hasty manner and the simple show cause notice 
cannot take the place of charge sheet. The workman has 
also pleaded that basically he was working a a mazdoor 
and he was compelled to drive the official car by the 
officers of the Party No. 1 and he was also harassed by 
making false report against him in the Police and ultimately 
Police authorities also found that he had no role in the 


on his part and the termination order was issued in 
accordance with Rule 5 of the Central Civil Services 
(Temporary Services) Rules and on the date of termination, 
die workman was waring as Temporary Status Mazdoor, 
which does not come under status of confirmed employee 
and as such Rule 5 of CCS (Temporary Status) Rules is 
applicable to his case and as per the said Rule 5, charge 
sheet to Temporary Status Mazdoor is not necessary and 
the statements of GMs. were obtamedand kept on record 
and the said statements were made understood tp the 
workman and after that his stanenaent wasiecorded by the 
. Inquiry Officer and die workman was oot worioog as casual 
mazdoor bat woiiang as casualnetor driver aad^rnumfeer 
of months, he had driven the departmental vehicle willingly 
and had been paid the difference of wages between TSM 
and Motor driver and art the date of occurrence, the GM 
and Dy. GM. left the vehicle only after informing the 
workman of keeping of two valuable laptops in the vehicle 
and die. workman assured them that he would not leave 
the vehicle till their return and the officers left the vehicle 
after getting such assurance from die driver and as such, 
the workman is not entitled to any rtdief. 

5. If is necessary to mention herethat as no regular 
departmental enquiry was hrida^mstthe workman before 
termination of his service, the merit of all the matters 
involved m die case was taken into consideration at a 


theft of the said laptops and he was never told by the 
officers of keeping laptops in the official car and under 
such circumstances, to attribute negligence against him 
and to terminate his service is nothing but colorable, 
exercise of employer’s right and as such, the termination 
order dated 2-11-2002 is liable to be quashed and set aside 
and he is entitled for reinstatement with full back wages 
and continuity of service. 

4. The Party No.l in their written statement has 
admitted about the appointment of the workman in service 
and working continuously from 21-1-1986 till 2-11-2002 


time. It is also necessary to mention here that the parties 


byodmrstde. fhfe workman riwiimed himself as the only 
witness on his behalf arid naftrutel the facts mentioned 
by him in the statement of claim. One Shri Bhaurao 
Pufidftkrao Akhaowas examined on behalf of the Party 
Nq. 1. The said witness has also reiterated the stands 
taker*by the Party No. 1 in the written statement. 

:6. The learned advocate for the wodtman submitted 


and termination of his service on 11 -2-2002. Howeva; it is 
pleaded by the Party No.l that the workman joined in 
service on the recommendation of the local employment 
exchange and his service was utilized as casual motor driver 
on daily rates basis and the workman had also filed a case 
for regular appointment as "Motor driver” and thus he 
could not be regularized in view of the Court’s order and 
<ts such, the contention of the workman of not regularizing 
him deliberately is denied in toto and service of the 
workman was not terminated suddenly and the incident 
took place on 26-7-2002 and termination order was issued 
on 2-11-2002, after following legal and proper procedure. 
in the matter and receipt of report of the Inquiry Officer 
iind the termination order was given after reasonable 
enquiry and the prescribed format of CCS (Temporary^ 
Services) Rules, 1965, do not include any point/eolunahl^ 
for mentioning thereasons fortermination and the workman; 


It was submitted that as it is the admitted position that die 
workman was appointed as a general mazdoor with die 
PaityNo.ioi*21-1-1986 and confinued in service and was 
granted with the status of temporary enqdoyee by Party 
No.l byoider dated 20-3-1998 with'retrospective effect 
from 25-6-1993 and number of junior employees were 
regularized by the Party No. 1 andthafthe workman worked 
continuously from 21-1-1986 to 1-11-2002, las service 
cannot be terminated merely ort the basis of some 
allegations, without holding the domestic enquiry by 
following the established procedure for the same aadas 
no ctjarge sheet was submitted and no enquiry was 
conducted by following theprocedure of examtnafkmof 
witnesses, opportunity ofcross-examination etc, the 
teriftiitetion oftheservice of the workmanis quite illegal 
and Rrile 5 of CCS (Temporary Status) Rules is not at all 
applicable to the workman. 
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The second raised by.thc karacd a.s;> 

advocate forthe workmao wa^ that U U deaf ftototh? . .s 

facts and circi|ny>uinces of the case that as the ntandatoiy . Rutt« appliea^c tojfte ra<)u i 

provisiona of sStion Z 5 -F, and of the Aft fi^,h«t „ terjnmahoH of If S^f<^h»f WaS a IttfMfaiy Casual 


and therefore the wttrkiuan is entitled to rreinstatement ; w . 
and full back, wages. la support pf such «>nt cations,. 
reliance was placed Oh the^ecasions, reported in 2pl0(5.) ;i> . 
mhnms&d <^qpp§Nnnay$ Executive Engineer),, ; ;> 
1998S.C.G.(E&a)^ 17i)4RattaftSingli Vs.MifMlii-, 
19881 GLR504,(Bank Kajmwehan Sangha Vs Cosmos Co-, n 
op Urban BankiLtd.), 2Q07 U CliR 486 (P&HXMuoeipa!, 
Corporation Vs ‘Swaianjifc Singh), 19921 CUR-480 (Trade m 
W ings limited Vs Prabhikar); 1992 I CLiR*571 (R&tt) lo 
(Lakshmi Partdit Vs InddsttialTriliHaal), 2003 iCER.952 
(Rajasthffli)(MunerpaI Board Vs U^x>«r Court j and FLR 
1981 (42) - H3(P.PmbK^arahV^^WMahager).C 

In all the abQvejiHlgpveRtflj expqjt in 199,81 CER504 lt 


pres^ib'^d Tbjmat ^bf the Said Riiltes; 

HowdverV oh perilsal : 'Of ! tfre record including the 
dociimMs ffletfby the patift$,T find no fbrcC in the stands' 
takM by ^he Party No.'l ahtf tifthe Cohtentbiis raised in- 
its ^Wtt^hnbteS of ^g^Mr’Tb^Party'Ko 1 . Thai filed the 

^ .j is. ’ JjilI ■i.Oiii J'J -ildlicLL’iii.-LDfciiJi'hfevi 


(Tc^pj)brary S^icej'Rdle^ 1 as , 'd6cijthehi’Noi T; The order 
of tOTiiihktibii brsavit'e dfih ! divorfahmi hasheen IWed as 
dopum^wM: 1 T ph febhatf (^eS^fkmkn. 6h perusal of 
the @&a(ibn v br^er Bf tHb W6ftinati;issurtlby the Party 
No. i; tM the skrhei^nbtateijnrhattoti orderin 

the prescribed fcffai ^‘g^irih' Rule 5 ofthe Rides as 
,-';P r« ««,£* UtA w&tfn4rmiY Virder tirt Where it has 


UlUliVUUVfl J 141 V VM 1 W T--- ■ + ■ r 

without eomplyingwiitrihe'skid tbbditioA^ is 1 illegal 1 ‘ r * ! n '; 

s m .-*..'r?::.iffn }>rr» ivj'aiA ‘m'tf 'yn\’> vfli m iwvhmii 

7. ©» thei other^htfnditatiW/as mentioned-by! then) 


IVi HhthlUVAVIjt* , . 1 * 1 

No. 1 !' TieiBtb this Ti^Uijalf f6F jtetUSal and ; consideration 

* j’iUiJj}«UO'44.irfL ? hiiik ttUJwft -Rules 


thblekibe oPa' ibihjiaiary 1 ettiplbyet but *he PWty No.-T 
mktfp 1 sibp^6ri J df^ulty i W Mined by 1 itv' also > ; 

t flirtbotTenUihate the 


“"r ” ,- ,- . .... ... * . ciearjy snows mm me rau._y i>u.i um — 

legal and (nopferptott>diiWirf^ 5 drtheC^A(T^itiiK>rafy 

InquiryMb^fe^B^BMWibnMerteussued^ " ' JW \ " : 

in GiVil (, SdfVifc^d Auivl lli/i <Snv UYytiVih.y -iwoiiu .••’ xn 

(Te^orkW'^bWVctflfeM 1 ^ iM vWjrt^att^B^W^ 9. On perusal of the documeptS: fde4 By the Party 

Temporal^ ^tosWa^dBbtw^ellBiBiiyftb^fertbftiaBott^ No.l, it is found that one Shri S.C.Tiwari, D.E.T. (Sep) 

ofhis as !riqurry-'.Officer! and he 


SW« MwttaM4s 1 «ot.*«SPWiKB of sf antH Wfdtrt as pbr dWuumnt No.f nf ^ Fatty 

th»GMs.<w<H<oWiim#ttlWhM^ilhtMllKllfiQfSMiltjfAKi. NoT ho!dingTHat«uetb ^sutgf^eifoenf Ibcwortcmdn 
made umlastooft;toiithtJrW#rk»WM). MH)th«twhlapttoi*:ln^-■ 
statenumt was reeorttaluby lh«:S»*m»l(P®i^ti«lhlj#w Offliicfls SniWdtnheb«ud<»« thestafdmdntsbltheGM. 
such thereftrenoeb^te'dtonisMrf.l-l-lino l oWytu.S 

...... oFwBich>HaVe'<jeeitfit«fi4sulo(5ttm8til94,'ii««d 6.-0».-, 

8. A$ apcoj:fUug;ty pleadings hf.Jemy^Tj?/! perusal of thesaiddbcuft^rtS^ i«Usf found that *he iartieo 

ihetenninatiuhpfthpj^qitn^n^s^^t ^^etr^pn^p and T[ ; n o t ^s t atemems received by the ln«piiTy Officer but: 

the same is tff^imaiipsqnf lek^Wrttteti fcy the GM.V^: ©Me awl *& workman to 

of the workman,, now of!tlieftjof 

the termination.pf the workman ^Ifgalan^rppe^ 4 , 1 s, jo. ( laptops g-pm the car, WlticH-the workman was UiiYing. < 

be mentioned here that the Pafty No r .l ThfeW'iS also nothing oh ; recdrd ! to show that thesocalled 

stands in the written statempnfand^p tjift shtVehieirts 6f the <S ( M;> attd^Glwii^efeiiireMghi to the > 


the same is 

of the workman, now 

the termination pf the wprkm^ If gafan^rppe^ ft ^ j®. ( 

. .1 . ’ 1 n . Ikl' t 


^uuiw Ui yJ^HTTTT/T r ,* rjTTj s y }{*} Ni l J • H t }1 1 l 

adduced, by it before this Tnbunub it has takcii tnp ( ^ n d., 
that the termination ordo - was passed afterjfpUp)«t%lpl^ j 
and proper procedure in the matter and aftpf r e ^9pyb,iF,v 
inquiry and reedpt of the Inquiry 0 fficer's report, ( 


the said statements were made understood to the workipap , 
and then his statement was recorded. The Party No. 1 has 


nbtfk^ftfflfie'Whtkhtetti it-pi yni i ..fh-, 1' - •: 
I'jjillO niupfii :>ilr tu nonji !u bin; j .b 

. in fir fcfmk fim\ iw 1 ! 
was Mftf e or ^p 

n is 

consideration for making him a pennanenti employee and 
some of juniors were already made permanent by over 
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looking the case of the workman, without my valid reason. 
In this connection, I think it necessary*0 mention about 
the document No. 8 filed by the workman, which is a letter 
issued by the Party No. 1 on 1 -3-2000 in regard to grant of 
Temporary Status to casual labourers. In the said'fetter, 
the Party No. I has mentioned the rules and conditions 
applied to the Temporary Status Mazdbors. According to 
the said conditions, “If a labourer with temporary status 
commits a misconduct and the same is proved in an 
enquiry' after giving him reasonable opportunity, his service 
will be dispensed with”. The condition as mentioned above 
is also applicable to the workman. However, in this case, 
no charge sheet for the alleged misconduct was issued 
against the workman. He was not intimated the 
appointment of the Inquiry Officer. No witness was 
examined before the so called Inquiry Officer in presence 
of the workman. The workman was not given any chance 
for cross-examination of the witness of to lead evidence in 
his defence. The workman was never given any reasonable 
opportunity to defend his case. It is found from the record 
(hat from the beginning, the workman was denying of his 
knowledge about keeping of laptops in the car, which he 
was driving. It is also found that though there was a F.I.R. 
regarding the theft of the laptops in the Police Station, 
[here is nothing on record to show as to what was the 
result of the investigation and as to \yhether, the workman 
was held responsible by the Police for such theft or that 
the theft of the laptops was committed due to the 
negligence of the workman. Taking into consideration the 
materials on record and applying the ratio of the principles 
laid down by the I lon’ble Court inthe decision reported in 
1998 ICLR-504 (supra), it is fount} that the termination of 
the service of the workman is illegal and unjustified and as 
such, it is necessary to set aside the order of termination 
dated 2-11 -2002. From the facts and circumstances of the 
case, it is also found that the workman is entitled for 
einstatement in service with continuity including 
egularization of service. So far the back wages is 
concerned, there is no pleading from the side of the 
workman that he was not gainfully appointed after his 
dismissal from service. No evidence has also been adduced 
in that respect So taking into consideration ah the facts 
and circumstances of the case, l think that the workman is 
not entitled for any back wages. Hence it is ordered : 

ORDER 

The action of the management of Divisional Engineer, 
telecom, Microwave Project, GTO Compound, Nagpur-1 
in terminating the services of the workman 
Shri Z. P. Mawalwala, TSM w.e.f. 2-11-2002 is not legal 
ind proper. Hence, the order of termination of the service 
of the workman, Shri Z. P. Mawalwala dated 2-11-2002 is 
et aside. It is ordered that the workman be reinstate in 
m ice with continuity in service including regularization 


of service within one month after publication of the award 
in the Government Gazette* The workman is not entitled 
for any back wages. ;< : k \ 

J. P. CHAMD; Presiding Officer 
ftcdl, 28 '*nqO, 2011 

3RT.3IT. 599.—afh#T*> atfaftapt, 1947 ( 1947 

14) ^ m 17 

^ fafrspfft aft ^ 

^ 59/2008 ) 

°Ft M'ftibnn w«hi< ^ 28 -1 -2Q f f 

[TT. T^-42012/15/2008-3^ 3TR (^)] 

3ft tjjt. -eftftrara ajftrenft 

New Delhi, the 28th January, 20I I : 

$.0. 599 r —tn pursuance of Section!? of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 194,7 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby .publishes the award,(Ref. No. i$#008) 
of the Central Government Industrial trijbuna|-Q^-t4bour 
Court, Kanpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Doordarehm Kendra attd their wotkmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
28-1-2011. "•; / T -Ml 

[No. W2M2/l5/2<XmR<DU)] 
D. S. S SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE ^ 

BEFORE SRI,RAH PARKASH, HJS, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL (^VERNMENT 
IND USTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
KANPUR ; 

Industrial Dispute No, 59 of 2008 

" BETWEEN ^ 

1 Sri Ram Vinod. > - ; 1 

S/o Sri Chhotey Lai, - 1 - 

Villge Rangpura Phaphamu Sbram, ? r 

District Allahbad. ; : ? 

AND ; ' ■ .-;;5 

.The Director,, 

. ; Doordarshap Kendra, 5 , L, 

Ujpat R^i M^g, 

s . Mumfcudgaaj. < T 

. , Allahabad . 1: = s 
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AWARD 


following the provisions of Firsi Come Lasi Go 


1. Central Government, MoL, New Delhi vide 
notification no. L-42012/15/2008-IR(DU) dated 
17-6-2008, has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication to this tribunal— 

2. Whether the action of the management of 
Doordarshan Kendra, Allahabad in terminating the 
services of their workman Sri Ram Vinod with effect 
from 17-01-06 is legal and justified? If not to what 
relief the workman is entitled to? 

3. In the instant case after receipt of reference order 
registered notices were issued to the contesting 
parties for filing of their respective claims. Both 
the parties have filed their respective statement of 
claim and counter claim in the case. 

4. It may be pointed out that though the workman 
has filed document no. 5/1 purported to be an 
affidavit dated 5-9-08 in support of his claim but 
by a bare perusal of the same it appears that the 
alleged affidavit filed on behalf of the workman is 
neither notarized nor authenticated by an oath 
Commissioner. Therefore, the said document 
cannot be treated to be an affidavit of the workman 
in support of his claim statement. 

5. On the contrary the opposite party has not put in 
their appearance in the case despite availing of 
sufficient opportuitities. Likewise the workman too 
has not come before tl\e tribunal to prosecute his 
case on merit. Claimant neither has adduced any 
evidence nor proved the documents filed by him 
along with the so called affidavit which are in the 
shape of photocopies. It is settled legal position 
that if the claimant is not coming forward to press 
his claim or to prove the same by cogent and reliable 
evidence he cannot be granted any relief for want 
of proof by this tribunal. 

6. In short it may be pointed out that the claimant has 
claimed his reinstatement on the ground that he 
was appointed on the post of peon/office boy bv 
the opposite party on 1 -1 -2001, and all o f sudden 
he was orally terminated from his services on 
17-1-06, by the opposite party. It is also stated that 
during the aforesaid period he has tendered more 
than 240 days service during the preceding 12 
months from the date of his service with the 
opposite party and also that the time of terminating 
his service the opposite party has not paid notice 
pay, one months notice or retrenchment 
compensation thereby the opposite party has 
violated the mandatory provisions of Section 25-f 
of the Act. It is also stated that junior employee 
that the concerned workmen were working in the 
department but the opposite party without 


terminated the services of the workman which is in 
breach of provision of Section 25-G of the Act, at 
any rate the whole action of the opposite party is 
illegal unjust arbitrary and ab-initio void ami thus 
is liable to be quashal. Lastly he has prayed that 
he be reinstated in service of the opposite party 
with full back wages mid all consequential benefits 
as he was working with the opposite party and 
discharging the duties of the establishment and 
was working under the control «uid supervision of 
officer of the opposite party and getting salary 
front die opposite party. 

7. On the contrary the opposite party has filed its 
reply denying all Hie allegations as set up by the 
claimant and has pray al that the there is no merit 
in Hie ease of the claimant mid his claim berejecled 
being devoid of merit. It is also stated by them that 
the claimant was not the direct employee of the 
opposite party rather his services wore hired 
through a contractor M/s Jai Durga Security 
Service, Jhitnsi, Allahabad. There was no 
relationship of master and servant between the 
claimant and the opposite party. It is also stated 
by the opposite party that at any point of time 
either the applicant or any such person has ever 
worked as workman'of the opposite party but they 
were engaged on the work contract basis allotted 
to them from time to time for which contracted 
amoiuit was paid by the opposite party since the 
year 2001 to 31 st January, 2005. 

8. Be dial as it may, there is no evidence from the side 
of the claimant that he was ever engaged by Hie 
opposite ptirty in their employment. From die order 
sheet of the file it is crystal clear that the claimant 
neidier appeared, in the case despite availing of 
repeated opportunity grant al by the tribunal nor 
even has proved the documents filed by him in 
support of his claim. Heavy burden lies on the 
claimant to prove his claim before the tribunal. 

9. Since the claimant has failed to discharge his 
obligation and proving his ease, he cannot be held 
entitled for any relief for want of proof pursuant to 
the present reference order. 

10. Accordingly from the discussions made above it 
is held that the claimant is not entitled for any 
relief as claimed by tyim in his claim statement for 
want of cogent evidence and thereby the reference 
is bound to be answered against him and in favour 
of the opposite party. 

11. Reference is answered accordingly against the 
worlcan and in favour of the opposite party. 

19-1-2011 : 

RAM PARKASH, Presiding Officer 
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^T.STT. 600.-3ffe)r«'l^ f^arr^ srfafw?, 1947 (1947 
i4) mn 17 ^ srpm ri', 

^ fk fetf*ii« ^ TRWRT3f ^ TTO fNl^FFi 3^ T=T^ 
"*^kT $ ^ 3^ T? ffe 3^fTT^ f^ T^f 
w^n fulfil4-, sfftrawsrq wtoictm ^ Tarre 

WIT 5/2007) WTfTFT ^Trft t ^Tl TTrtFR 
^ 27/01/2011 IRT^aiT KH I 

[7T. T^-12011 /54/2002-3^ 3?I7 (4t-I) ] 
7^71 fTTT, ^ 3?f%FFRt 

New Delhi, the 28th January, 2011 

S.O. 600.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 5/2007) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum-Labour 
Court* Eamakulam as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management) f Lord Krishna Bank Ltd., and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
27-01-2011. 

[No. L-1201 l/54/2002-IR(B-I)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNhffiTfTlNDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOURfCOURT, EARNAKUtAM 

Present: Shri. D. Sreevalabhan, B.Sc., LL.B., Presiding 
Officer 

(Thrusday the 20th day of January, 2011/3 0th Pousha, 
1932) 

I. D. 05/2007 

(I.D.84/2006 of CGIT-cum-Labour Court, Chennai). 

Union : The General Secretary, 

Lord Krishna Bank Union, 

Central Office, Nairsamajam 
Building, 

Chendamangalam-683 512 

By Adv. Sri. H.B. Shenoy. 

Management : The Management Director, 

Lord Krishna Bank Limited, 

Regd. & Admn. Office, 

Indian Express Building, 

Kaloor, Cochin-17. 

By Adv. Sri. Saji Varghese. 

This case coming up for hearing on 14-01-2011, this 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court on 20-01-2011 passed the 
following. 


Lord Knshna Bank Ltd., hereinafter referred to as 
"the management’, was not prepared to accept the demand 
made by the Lord Krishna Bank Employees ’ Union, in short 
the union, for revision of the wages of Part-time Sweepers 
working in the branches of the bank where the carpet area 
is more than 3000 sq.ft and hence the union raised the 
industrial dispute which led to this reference under Section 
10( 1 )(d) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

2. The reference is: 

“Whether the demand of the Lord Krishna Bank 
Employees ’ Union to enhance the wages of the Part 
Time Sweepers working in Lord Krishna Bank Limited 
as contained in the statement of claim annexed is 
legal and justified ? If so, what relief they are entitled 
to r 

3. The reference was originally made to Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal, Chennai and the same 
was later transferred to this Tribunal as per the Order dated 
22nd January, 2007 of the Ministry of Labour, Government 
of India, New Delhi. 

4. The part-time sweepers in the branches of the 
bank where the carpet area is above 3000 sq.ft, are now 
being paid wages equal to one-third of the scale wages 
payable to full time subordinate workmen witJfi 
proportionate annual increments. According to the union 
the present payment of wages to those employees is not 
in tune with Clause-18 of the All India Level 5th Bipartite 
Settlement. They have to work for more than 21 hours in a 
week and hence entitled to get three-fourth of the scale 
wages payable to full time Subordinate workmen with 
proportionate annua! increments as per the terms of that 
Bipartite Settlement. The wages of the part-time sweeper 
in the Bangalore branch was enhanced to one-half of die 
scale wages without any enhancement to the pat-time 
sweepers in the other branches where also the carpet area 
is above 3000 sq.ft. It amounts to an unfair labour practice 
and is discriminatory, illegal and violative of the provisions 
of the Bipartite Settlement. Hence the union clams for 
enhancement of the wages of those part-time sweepers to 
one-half of the scale wages in the branches having carpet 
area of 3000 to 4000 sq.ft, and three-fourt of the scale 
wages in the branches having carpet area of more than 
4000 sq.ft. 

5. The claim of the union is opposed by the 
management by filing written statement raising the 
contentions that the fixation of wages for part-time 
sweepers in the bank is in accordance with the internal 
settlements entered into between the management and 
the union on 10-02-1981 and 30-06-1989 and the mutual 
understanding of 17-01-1997 on agreement that the part- 
time sweepers will be paid wages based on carpet area 
and not on the basis of hours of work, The bank became a 
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member of the All India Dank’s Association only in the 
year 1974 after its establishment in 1940 and hence it was 
not covered by the Bipartite Settlements entered into 
between All India Baiiks’ Association and the unions 
representing the wotknteii. it Is for the first time the bank 
joined as a party to the 4th Bipartite Settleiheot ciated 
28-02-1985. It does not deal with the payment of wages to 
part-time sweepers. The Ail India Banks’Association to 
which ftik union is affdiMdd Was a signatory lathe 7th 
Bipartite Settlement dated27^03-2000 wherein there was 
modification with regard to wages of the part-time sweepers 
getting consolidated wages based on hours of work. As 
per Clause 37(3) of that Bipartite Settlementit was expressly 
agreed that during the operation of the settlement the 
workmen will pot raise any dispute of any nature 
whatsoever pertaining to any of the banks in respect of 
matters covered by the memorandum of settlement and 
hence the demand made by the union is not sustainable. 
The wages of the part-time sweeper in the Bangalore 
branch with the carpet area of 3894 sq.ft, was enhanced 
from 1-12-1998 based'ori his representation after taking 
note of certain special features of that building and other 
consideration. It was purely personal and not based on 
the carpet area or dppr^.pf wprk and itc^me to qn end with 
the shifting of that branch .and with his promotion as a 
sgb-stafjr.. \t was an incjeasergiven in wages granted to 
. one .popular work^atii-and ppt to dte padre.pfpart-pme 
sweepers in. die branches, baying oaipe^ ar^apfbipr^ ; 4han 
3000 Sft4r N° revision pan. be sought ,fpr based, op that 
n reason jdnpe the msttfgsdb 5 ^ aJways.retain ft? di^^ ion 
. to grant, increase.in wag^s and; it capnot.be said ^that .there 
,|: is apy diawwwatipfi^ jTbpSailpgafcion #$£ ^,^4 part* 
; ! ; , pwe sweepers haxe towqrk far. more than.?! bqufs i n a 
week is denied. The hours of work .is hardly relevant to 
consider the demand of the union. The union cannot, rest 
:, the claim op the basis of Clause-18 of the 5th B*partite 
■, j > Settlement since the< management was not a party to it. 


w,di be determined basedoft (floor area or on Eternal 
settlement and mft art hoars df wurRnThte bank has not 
indulged in>anyiinfarr^boiifj !psracticei.Hene!e.<he union is 
not entitled to the deefemtion sought for and the demand 
is liable tobeTejectedu m 

■■ 6. Union fifed replicaii'on denying tjie contentions 

in the written Statement and reaffirming the allegations in 
the claim statement. Further it is stated that the service 
conditions of the workmen m the bank were and are 


Awards and Bipartite Settlements entered into from time 
to .time at all India; level s in the banking industry. The 
settlements dated 10*42*1981 and 30-06-1989 and 
memorandum of understanding dated 17-01-1997 Were 
entered into between the union and the management as 


The management’s plea that Clause-18 of the 5 thBipartite 


Settlement dated ID-04-1989 is not relevant as the 
management is not a party to it is incorrect. The dispute 
*fe)irt-rto way frit by r Cladse-37(3) of th&Tfh Bipartite 
Settlement since it is not in respect of the matters covered 
bythatBipartdeSottlement.The enhanepmentof wages 
t o the part-time sweeper in the Bangalore, branch was 
made by the management since the carpet area of that 
’ branch wa$ more than3000 sq. ft. requiring him to work 
;J %eybnd 2I hours ifi a week. Bank is governed by time 
\yise formula evolved by those Bipartite Settlements 
coupled with and supplemented by the area wise formula 
evolved by the internal settlements. The union and the 
subjedf Wofkmeb in respect of whom the industrial 
dispute is are endlted to thfi, reliefs claimed in the 

claim statement. 

. r .y ; l,i In the light of dtp aboye pleadings tfieTolipwing 
points arise for consideration ; : j : .,.; 

- 1: - ’ ‘"1. ' Whether theefaim for enhancement of wages of 
; fi 1 ’ ; J part-time sweepers made in tbe statement of claim 

is legal arid justified? 

2. What relief, if any, they are entitled to ? 

8. On the side of the Union one withess was 
{ ! kbcamihed as WW 1 andExts. W1 to 13 were got marked. No 
opal evidence was pdduoed on the side of the management. 

J The documents produced by the management were marked 
as Exts.Ml to M4 and£&s:'X4to X5. 

Ji. ftfrhdddfeiraflon that 

Wv^dgei Idhtfie^Wt-time 
swejepqrs working i§ tjje,.branches of th^banjc where the 
carpet area is more than 3000 sq. ft. is just and legal so as 
fallow, them to get one-half of the. scal.e wages for those 
working in the branches having a carpet area of more than 
3000 sq.ft, and below 4000 sq. ft. and three fourth of the 
scale wages to those'in tfte branches with carpet area of 
iTtom than 4d00 : 6q..fti ; Tbe f fi!aimis ri^^byTf sorting to the 
provision -contained in Clause-18 of All India Level 5th 
Bipartite for payment of wages 

for w of hours of work. As 

* perCliri^^'^ftie vv^ftftMdpafrt-time employees coming 
within the category of subordinate staff based on hours 
of work is as givdn bet&w 

•‘If their norma! total working hours per week are : 

Upto 3 hours / ‘ : At Bank's discretion with a 

minimum of Rs. 60 p.m. 

More than 3 hours At Bank's discretion but with a 
minimum of Rs. i 75 p.m. 

6 hours to 13 hours : One third of the scale wages with 
proportionate annual increment. 

More than 13 hours : One half of the scale wages with 
to 19 hours : proportionate annual increment. 





[*rFTlI— 3(ii)] 


WPT : TRRi 26, 201 1AM<^H 7, 1932 


1861 


More than 19 hours : Three fourth of the scale wages 
to 29 hours with proportionate annual 

increment. 

Beyond 29 hours : Full scale wages”. 

10. The management would contend that the bank 
is not a party to that settlement and hence it is not binding 
and not relevant for considering the question of 
enhancement of wages to those part-time sweepers. 
According to the management it is based on the internal 
settlements and the memorandum of mutual understanding, 
part-time sweepers are being paid wages and all those 
settlements were entered into between the bank and the 
union based on carpet area and not on hours of work. 

11. In the claim statement there is no whisper of 
any settlement with regard to payment of wages for the 
part-time sweepers in those branches. It is only stated 
that at present the bank is paying one third of the scale 
wages to those part-time sweepers considering the carpet 
area and not the hours of work. After raising the contention 
that it is based on the internal settlements and mutual 
understanding the wages are being paid, further allegation 
is made in the rejoinder that the same are supplementary 
to the All India Level Bipartite Settlements. The union was 
not able to deny that the present wage structure is based 
on those internal settlements and memorandum of 
understanding. 

12. Ext. Ml is the copy of the internal settlement 
entered into between the bank and the union on 10th 
February, 1981. Clause-3 of that settlement deals with the 
wages to Part-time Sweepers and it is as follows :— 

“3. Proper wages to part-time sweepers : 

It is mutually agreed that with effect from 1-01-1981 

the payment of wages to part-time sweepers shall 

be as follows :— 

(a) Places where the carpet area of the office 
premises is 800 sq. ft. or less at the discretion of 
the management. 

(b) Carpet area above 800 sq. ft. and up to 2000 sq. 
ft. at the rate of Rs. 60 per mensem. 

(c) Carpet area above 2000 sq. ft. the payment will 
be 1/3 of the salary payable to subordinate 
staff’. 

13. Ext.M2 is the next internal settlement entered 
into on 30-06-1989. Clause-3 of that settlement provides 
some modifications in the matter of payment of wages to 
part-time sweepers and it is extracted below :— 

“3. Proper wages to part-time employees (Sweepers) 

Payment of wages to part-time employees 

(Sweepers) shall be continued on the basis of the 


area-wise formula in force, the sweepers engaged 
for areas above 800 sq. ft. and up to and inclusive 
2000 sq. ft. shall be paid consolidated wages at the 
minimum rate of Rs.100 p.m. as per the relevant 
clause applicable to part-time employees in the 4th 
Bipartite Settlement dt. 17-09-1984 with effect from 
1-07-1983. The management agree to pay if there are 
any claims on the basis of this formula deducting 
therefrom the payment already made”. 

14. Afterwards on 17-01-1997 there was 
enhancement of wages to part-time employees, who were 
receiving consolidated wages on the basis of mutual 
understanding and the same is evidenced by copy of the 
minutes of the joint discussion between the management 
and the representatives of the union, which is marked as 
Ext.M3. It is seen to have been dealt with as item No.5 in 
that joint discussion and the mutual agreement is as 
follows:— 

“5. Part Time Sweepers: 

(a) Fixation of scale wages at par with Bipartite 
Settlement: 

Management agreed to fit the PTSs in the scale of 
wages as per the internal agreement and also agreed 
to fit the PTSs of the branches the carpet area of 
more than 1750 sq. ft. in the l/3rd scale of wages 
with effect from 1-01-1997 and enhance the wages 
of the PTSs of all branches irrespective of the area 
from Rs. 325 and Rs. 375 to Rs. 500 with effect from 
1-01-1997”. 

15. Ext. M4 is produced to prove that there was 
again an increase of wages to those part-time sweepers 
who were getting consolidated wages. It is the minutes 
regarding the bilateral discussions held on 26-06-2000, 
14-09-2000 and 6-10-2000. It would go to show that the 
demand made by the union for enhancement of wages for 
the part-time sweepers in the branches where the carpet 
area is more than 3000 sq. ft. was not accepted expressing 
the inability of the management to consider the same at 
that time. 

16. There cannot be any dispute as to the fact that 
the payment of wages to the part-time sweepers is based 
on internal settlements and the mutual understanding 
between the management and the union. The fixation of 
wages is on the basis of carpet area and not on the basis 
of hours of work. The part-time sweeper of the Ottapalam 
branch of the bank when examined as WW1 has also 
admitted that the payment of wages is on the basis of 
carpet area. 

17. Clause-18 of the All India Level 5th Bipartite 
Settlement provides for payment of wages to the part-time 
employees solely on the basis of hours of work. All the 
other All India Level Bipartite Settlements also envisage 
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the payment of wages on the basis of hours of work. If the 
fixation of wages for the part-time sweepers is to be based 
on Clause-18 of the 5th Bipartite Settlement then it is to be 
solely on the basis of hours of work. It cannot be on the 
basis of carpet area. If the hours of work is to be reckoned 
on the basis of carpet area it is necessary to have a specific 
formula or otherwise there must be cogent and convincing 
evidence to calculate the hours of work corresponding to 
the carpet area. In the claim statement the only allegation 
is that the part-time sweepers in the branches in the bank 
where the carpet area is more than 3000 sq.ft, have to work 
for more than 21 hours in a week. There is no reliable 
evidence in this case to prove it. WW 1 is working as Part 
time sweeper in a branch, where the present carpet area is 
stated to be 2302 sq.ft. It was stated by him that the carpet 
area of that branch was 3472 sq.ft, when he had joined 
service on 1st April 2001. There is nothing on record to 
show that he had to work for more than 21 hours in a week 
at that time. Besides that it was also stated by him that the 
sweeping work starting at 8.30 in the morning used to be 
over by 12-12.30 in the afternoon and even after that he 
has to attend other duties till 4.30 to 5 O’clock in the 
evening. Ext.XS is there to support his version. If that be 
so he has tc work for more than 29 hours even though the 
carpet area is below 3000 sq.ft. His evidence cannot be 
relied on to prove the hours of work in the branches having 
carpet area of more than 3000 sq. ft. Exts.Xl to X4 
attendance registers will not in any way help the union to 
prove that the part-time sweepers in such branches have 
to work for more than 2! hours in a week as those do not 
contain anything about the hours of work. Exts. W8 and 
W9 will also render ihe case that they have to work for 
more than 21 hours unacceptable. The hours of work based 
on carpet area is differently shown in those documents. 
As per Ext W8 for the carpet area of2001 to 4000 sq. ft. the 
working hours is shown to be 13 hours in a week. But it is 
Town as more than 13 to 19 hours in a week in Ext. W9. As 
per Clause- 18 of the 5th Bipartite Settlement the part time 
employees who have to work for more than 19 to 29 hours 
are entitled to get Vi of the scale wages with proportionate 
annual increment of wages and those who work beyond 
29 hours will get full scale wages. The claim of the union is 
for payment of Vz of the scale wages for the part-time 
sweepers in the branches where the carpet area is more 
than 3000 and V» of the scale wages where the carpet area 
is more than 4000 ft. ft is also not in consonance with 
Clause-18 of that Bipartite Settlement. Further it cannot be 
said that the pan-time sweepers in the branches having 
carpet area of more than 4000 sq. ft. have to verk for less 
than ! 9 hours o? more than 29 hours in a week. There is no 
evidence in this case for fixation of the wages on the basis 
of hours of work or to hold that the claim i/iade by the 
union is correct, ft is not known on what bts s it is stated 
that the part-time sweepers in all the brar.Tes where the 


carpet area is more than 3000 sq.ft are to be considered 
without any differentiation as to the hours of work based 
on carpet area. 

18. The union must stick to the time wise formula 
and not area wise formula if they want to have revision on 
the basis of Clause-18 of 5th Bipartite Settlement as claimed 
in the claim statement. Union wants to have a combination 
of both in the case of only some of the part-time sweepers 
and the same cannot be brought into effect without having 
a new settlement after termination of die prevailing internal 
settlements. For that purpose it is necessary to have a 
termination of the internal settlements by issuing notice 
as contemplated under S. 19(2) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act. There is no case for "die union that there was any 
termination of the internal settlements. The operation of 
those settlements still continues. 

19. The demand for the revision of wages for those 
part-time sweepers was made by the union after the 
enhancement of the wages for the part-time sweeper in 
the Bangalore branch of die bank. It is put forth as the 
trump card by the union to make such a claim. According 
to the union the enhancement tvas made on the basis of 
the carpet area but the m«ii$ement denied the same and 
contended that the enhancement was made taking note of 
Certain special features of that building and the peculiar 
circumstances. There is absolutely no evidence in this 
case to prove that the enhancement was made on the basis 
of the carpet, area or hours of work. If it amounts to 
discrimination or an unfair labour practice as alleged by 
the union appropriate reliefs could have been sought for 
by the union as per the provisions of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. For the reason that there was enhancement 
of wages of a part-time sweeper in the Bangalore branch 
of the bank for sometime by itself is hot sufficient to have 
revision of wages by fixing different scales as claimed by 
the union on the basis of carpet area and hours of work. 

20. Management has got a case that the union 
cannot make a demand for the enhancement of wages for 
those part time sweepers in view of Clause 37(3) of the All 
India Level 7th Bipartite Settlement. Both union and 
management are parties to that settlement. As per Clause 
37(3) ofthat Bipartite Settlement it was agreed that during 
the operation of the settlement the workman would not 
raise any demand of any nature whatsoever on any of the 
banks in respect of matters covered by the memorandum 
of settlement. But even according to the management it 
was not on the basis ofthat settlement wages are being 
paid to the part-time sweepers. In para 4 of the written 
statement it is expressly stated that there was no revision 
of wages in terms of that settlement and it was based on a 
discussion between the management and the union in 
September/October 2000 certain modifications were made 
with regard to the wage structure of the part-time sweepers. 
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Hence it cannot easily be said that the demand is not 
sustainable as it is hit by the said clause in that Bipartite 
Settlement. 

21. Union has produced Exts. W8 to W-11 to prove 
that there was enhancement of wages in the other banks 
based on fixation of wages by taking into consideration of 
the carpet area and hours of work. Based on Exts.W8 to 
W11 it cannot be said that the demand of the union is 
legal and justifiable. Those documents will also go to show 
that the payment of wages in those banks are also not 
strictly in accordance with Clause-18 of the All India 5th 
Bipartite Settlement and the present claim of the union is 
not acceptable. If the demand was made for payment of 
wages on the basis of hours of work as provided under 
that clause of that Bipartite Settlement it could have been 
easily said that the demand of the union is justifiable. The 
demand made without the termination of the existing 
internal settlements governing the payment of wages 
cannot be said to be lawful. 

22. The claim for revision is not in accordance with 
Clause-18 of the 5th Bipartite Settlement. It is the internal 
settlements that govern the payment of wages to the part- 
time sweepers and there cannot be any change until those 
are terminated or superseded in accordance with the 
provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act. The revision of 
wages of only a set of part-time sweepers is not justifiable 
without any revision of the wages of other part-time 
sweepers as it is to be considered as a package. In view of 
the aspects discussed above I hold that the demand of 
the union is not legal and justifiable. 

23. Point No.2: —In view of the above finding I 
hold that no relief can be granted in respect of the demand 
made by the union. In the result an award is passed finding 
that the demand of the Lord Krishna Bank Employees’ 
Union-to enhance the wages of the Part Time Sweepers 
working in Lord Krishna Bank Limited as contained in the 
statement of claim annexed is not legal and justified and 
they are not entitled for any relief. 

The award will come into force one month after its 
publication in the official gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 20th 
day of January, 2011. 

D. SREEVALLABHAN, Presiding Officer 
Appendix 

Witness for the Union 

WW1 — M.Krishnadas, Sweeper, HDFC Bank, Ottappalam 
branch. 

Witness for the Management - Nil. 

Exhibits for the Union 
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W1 


Letter dated 2-6-2001 to the Chief General 
Manager of the bank from General Secretary 
of the Union. 

W2 


Letter dated 16-07-2001 to the Executive 
Director of the bank about the number of 
branches having carpet area of more than 3000 
sq.ft. 

W3 

— 

Letter dtd. 4-1 -2002 to the Managing Director 
by the General Secretary. 

W4 


Copy of the petition submitted before the 
Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central by 
the General Secretary dated 3-6-2002. 

W5 

— 

Copy of the proceedings of the conciliation 
meeting held on 26-8-2002. 

W6 


Copy of the failure of conciliation report sent 
to the Secretary, Government of India, Ministry 
of Labour, New Delhi by the Assistant Labour 
Commissioner dated 19-9-2002. 

W7 

— 

Certified copy of the Order dated 12-7-2006 in 
O.P. 36895/2002 (P) ofthe High Court of Kerala. 

W8 

__ 

Copy of staff circular No. 83/1992. 

W9 

— 

Copy of details of wages of part-time 
employees in the Canara Bank. 

W10 

— 

Copy of service conditions of part-time 
employees in the Central Bank of India. 

Wll 

— 

Copy of circular - wages payable to part-time 
sweepers in Bank of Baroda. 

W12 

— 

Copy of appointment order dated 4-2-2006 of 
Ms. Beena. 

W13 

— 

Copy of circular No. 79/2006 dated 3-3-2006. 

Exhibits for the Management 

Ml 

— 

Copy of Memorandum of Settlement dated 

10th February 1981. (page-3). 

M2 

—* 

Copy of Memorandum of Settlement dated 
30-6-1989 (page2l). 

M3 

— 

Copy of Minutes of the Joint Discussion held 
on 17-1-1997. 

M4 

— 

Copy of Minutes of the bilateral discussion 
held on 26-6-2000,14-9-2000 and 6-10-2000. 

Court Exhibits 

XI 

— 

Attendance Register for the period December 
1999 to February 2004. 

X2 

— 

-do- March 2004 to April, 2008. 

X3 

— 

-do- May 2008 to December 2008. 

X4 

— 

-do- January 2009 to July 2009. 
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X 5 — Certified copy of the Attendance Register for 

the period from July 2009 to March 2010. 

28 Wmft, 2011 

^T.3TT. 601.-3t1^p|cb srfafwr, 1947 (1947 
14) *TRT 17 ^ TR^FR ^F 31FF 

is wnfr ^ Ph 4) ^ichT afo 4>4 ^kT i> 

3 sfhdtfn* ftw 3 trw aMfw 
wn ^ W (TT^f #K 5/2009 ) T RF l fV l d 
wfi t ^#4 TRW ^FT 8-7^2010 TfTRT *T3TT *TT I 

[TT. TT^r-12011 /57/93-3Tl^ 3TR ( «ft-I ) ] 

RTfTT f%, ^TWt 

New Delhi, the 28th January, 2011 

S.O. 601. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No 5/2009) 
oi the Industrial Tribunal (Central) as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the managementof State Bank of Saurashtra 
and their workman, received by the Central Government on 
8-7-2010. 

[No. L-1201 l/57/93-IR(B-I)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

Exhibit-158 

BEFORE SHREe S. S. PANCHAL, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, CENTRAL, BHAVNAG AR 

Reference I.T.C. (New) No. 5 of2009 
Reference I.T.C. (Old) No. 12ofl994 

First Party : (1) The Managing Director, 

State Bank of Saurashtra, 

Now State Bank of India, 

Head Office, 

Nilam Baugh Circle Chowk, 
Bhavanagar. 

(2) State Bank of Saurashtra 

Employees Consumers Stores 
Ltd., 

Bhavnagar. 

V/s. 

Second Party It’s Workman 

Bhavnagar Jilla Mazdoor Sangh, 
C/o. Manibhai Gandhi, 

113, City Centre Complex, 
KalaNala, 

Bhavnagar. 


APPEARANCES: 

Mr. F. M. Battiwala, Advocate for the First Party, 

Mr. Manilal G. Gandhi, Advocate for the Second Party. 

AWARD 

1. This Reference was referred to The Industrial 
Tribunal, Central, Bhavnagar, for the adjudication, by the 
Government of India/Bharat Sarkar, Ministry of Labour/ 
Shram Mantralaya, New Delhi, vide it’s Office order No. 
L-12011/57/93-IR(B-I) dated : 28-3-1994. But later, this 
reference was transferred to Industrial Tribunal, Central, 
at Ahmedabad, but later on, order below Civil Application 
No. 2024/2009 dated: 3-9-2009 passed by the Hon’ble High 
Court of Gujarat, this Reference has been transferred to 
this Tribunal. The schedule of the/dispute is as under : 

“Whether the three employees of State Bank of 
Saurashtra Employees Consumer Co-op. Store Ltd., 
are the workmen of State Bank of Saurashtra, 
Bhavnagar ? If so, whether the demand of the 
Bhavnagar Jilla Mazdoor Sangh for treating them as 
regular employees of State Bank of Saurashtra is 
justified ? What relief, if any, the workmen are 
entitled ” 

2. In the present reference case first party Managing 
Director, State Bank of Saurashtra now the State Bank of 
India, Bhavnagar will be referred as a “First Party No. 1”, 
while the First Party No. 2 State Bank of Saurashtra Employees 
Consumers Stores Ltd. will be referred as “First Party No. 2”, 
while concerned workmen “Concerned Workmen”. 

3. After that the Second Party concerned workmen 
has filed their statement of claim vide Ex-5 and has 
represented to this Tribunal that. Second Party is a State 
Bank of Saurashtra Employees Consumers Co. op. Ltd., 
has published a hand-book for the Staff welfare activities 
and in the Chepter-5 of the said hand-book it is established 
that the Store will work for the benefit of the workmen of 
the Bank. Managing Director of the Bank is a Supreme 
Authority of the Bank and is an official Chairman of the 
Store. Not only that but also the workmen for the Store is 
appointed by the Chairman of the Bank. And the workmen 
of the Consumer Store are paid their wages as workmen of 
the Bank management. Further, the Second Party has 
submitted that, the Land, Building, Furniture, Fixture and 
Stationary for the Consumer Store is provided by the Bank 
management. Even Audit and Books of Account is also 
managed by the Bank Management. This the Consumer 
Store is the one of the welfare activities of the Bank 
Management. Though, the Consumer Store is registered 
under the Co. op. Societies Act, but there is no any 
workmen employed in the Store are elected, but they are 
the workmen of the Bank Management. One of the 
workmen Mr. j^tulbhai Patel who was working in the 
Consumer Store was inclusion in the 1984 in the regular 
cadre. Even one of the workmen of the Consumer Store 
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was died, and therefore his wife Mrs. Pravinaben was 
appointed as workman of the Bank by the Bank 


Management on the Compensatory ground. Thus, it proves 
that the Bank Management and the Consumer Store are 
not different establishment. The Second Party workmen 
have cited different judgments delivered by the different 
High Courts and Supreme Court' of India. They are as 
under: 

(1) Saraspur Mills Co. V/s. Raman la!, 

(2) Misc. I Appeal No. 2574 of 1991, LLN, Jan. 93, 
Karnataka High Court, P. 45, 

(3) LLN, March 92, P. 423-426 Andhra Pradesh High 
Court. 

(4) LLN, March 92 P. 489-495 Bombay High Court. 

4. The Rules and Regulations are made by the Bank 
Management for the Consumer Store. In the above- 
mentioned facts and circumstances of the case, the second 
party workmen has prayed that, the first party may be 
directed to treat the concerned workmen as regular 
employees of the State Bank of India with all consequential 
benefits in the interest of justice. 

5. In reply of the Statement of the Claim, the First 
party has submitted their reply vide Ex-08 and submitted 
that, the Bank is constructed by the Govt, of India and is 
working for money lending, Govt, pensions, Gratuity, 
Insurance Scheme and is a Bank for the Businessmen. 
Bank is working through its workmen, and workmen are 
engaged through Selection Board of the Bank. There is no 
duty of the Bank to establish the Consumer Store, and to 
provide essential commodities to its workmen. Consumer 
Store is a separate body. The workmen of the Consumer 
Store cannot be treated as workmen of the Bank. The 
Consumer Store is a registered under the Gujarat Co. op. 
Societies Act, and its registration No. is BH/1144 Dated: 
29-7-1965. To be a member of the Consumer Store is 
voluntary. There is a separate body maintenance and 
administration of the Consumer Store. The workmen of 
the Consumer Store are not an employee of the Bank under 
Sec. 2(S) of the I.D.Act. It cannot be proved that if a 
Chairman of the Bank is established as an M.D for the 
Consumer Store, then the Store is run by the M.D. There 
is no any control of the M.D. over the Consumer Store, 
hence the reference made by the Government is bad in law 
and, therefore, the same deserves to be dismissed on this 
ground alone. Hence, the present reference is liable to 
rejected with the coast. 

6. Vide presenting Ex. 9, the First Party Bank has 
requested to this Tribunal to join to “ Shree Employees’s 
Consumers Co. op. Stores Ltd” as a party. Vide presenting 
Ex. 10 the second party concerned workmen has given 
their reply in addition and represented that, the demand of 


the First Party to join the party to the Employees 
Consumers Co.op. Stores are not legal, fair and tenable in 
the eyes of the law hence it is liable to rejected. After 
hearing both the parties the former Tribunal has come to 
the conclusion and ordered on the Ex. 9, to join the 
Consumers Stores as a Party in the present reference case. 
Vide Ex. 13 the Second Party has produced documentary 
evidences, and the same has been exhibited No. 29 to 35. 
Vide presenting Ex. 16,17,19,28, 36,86,96,107,118,128, 
139, 151 the Second Party concerned workmen has 
produced more documentary evidences. The Second Party 
concerned workman Mr. Dilip Bhikhala! has been examined 
vide Ex. 53 in this reference case. Second Party Consumers 
Stores has produced their documentary evidences vide 
Ex. 60, 85,113. The Second Party concerned workman Mr. 
Dasrathbhai J. Patel has been examined vide Ex. 117 in this 
reference case. 

7. The First Party has examined their witness Mr. S. 
Narayan vides Ex. 130, Mr. Muthyala Sudhir Pratap vides 
Ex. 138 and both the witnesses have been cross examined 
by the Second Party Consumers Stores. 

8. The Second Party Consumers Stores has 
produced their written argument vide Ex. 152. While the 
First Party has produced their written argument vide Ex. 
155. Both the arguments presented by both the parties 
have been taken into the consideration. 

9. After taking into the consideration the arguments, 
documents presented by the both the parties, oral 
evidences taken on oath by the both the parties this 
Tribunal has to decide that, whether three employees of 
State Bank of Saurashtra Employees Consumer Co-op. 
Store Ltd. are the workmen of State Bank of Saurashtra, 
Bhavnagar ? If so, whether the demand of the Bhavnagar 
Jilla Mazdoor Sangh for treating them as regular employees 
of State Bank of Saurashtra is justified ? What relief, if 
any, the workmen are entitled ? 

10. During the hearing ease on the hand, the present 
reference has been transferred from Ahmedabad to the 
present Tribunal for the consideration and the New No. 
05/2009 has been given to the present reference case. After 
registering the case on hand both the parties had been 
issued notices. Before that, the First Party No. 1 had raised 
a preliminary issue about the legal aspects and about the 
facts of the case vide Ex. 156 and vide Ex. 147. About the 
said preliminary issue the Learned Advocate for the 
Second Party concerned workmen Mr. Manibhai Gandhi 
has presented their reply on 2-12-2009 and submitted that 
the preliminary issues should be decided at the time where 
the present reference case may be decided. Taking into 
the consideration of pleadings and representations made 
by the both the parties, this reference cannot be decided 
only on the preliminary issue, because in the preliminary 
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issue there have been raised legal aspects and < factual 
aspects also. And without taking into the consideration 
the said legal and factual aspects this Tribunal cannot 
come to the conclusion. Hence, it has been ordered that, 
the preliminary issues raised by the First Party No. 1 will 
be decided at the time when the reference will be decided 
on the merits. 

11. In the case on the hand, the legal aspects of the 
case has been raised by the First Party No. 1. One of them 
is the S.B.I. Employees Consumer Co-operative Stores Ltd. 
has been established under the Co-operative Societies 
Act and registered with the Registrar of Co. operative 
Societies and has been in existence for 39 years. Another 
legal aspect raised by the First Party is, the S.B.I. 
Employees Consumer Co-operative Stores Ltd. has been 
set up by a few like mined employees of the Bank under 
the provisions of the Co-operative Societies Act in order 
to provide essential commodities of good quality at 
reasonable price to all employee members as a social 
objective. This Co-operative Store also obtained License 
under Shops & Establishments Act to operate the stores 
at Bhavnagar at the relevant time initially. The executive 
Committee of the Stores has the discretion to employ their 
own independent workers to njn the stores and fix the 
terms of employment applicable to the concerned 
employees referred to in reference mentioned above- The 
management of the bank is authorized to apportion a small 
percentage of the profit to meet the expenditure related to 
the welfare of the employees by way of subsidy. The bank 
also provides the infrastructure required for the welfare 
activities of the employees. Accordingly, Stores, canteen, 
dispensary, recreation room etc. has been permitted to 
function in the bank’s premises for the convenience of 
these employees of stores as a welfare measures and not 
as a statutory measure at all in any sense of the services 
of such employees of Co-operative Stores at Bhavnagar. 
The management of all these activities is vested with 
independent bodies, trustees, committees, contractors, 
retainers etc. of the Co- operative Stores. The Bank may 
depute/lend the services of an employee to work as 
Manager for a period of 2/3 years in the interest of 
employees shareholders of stores. 

12. By the First Party No. 1 it has been submitted 
that, they have raised an issue on the jurisdiction as legal 
objections on the jurisdictional point and has submitted 
that, this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to deal with this 
case on the ground that there is no existence of raster 
and servant relationship between these three persons (now 
only two as third one already retired) who are working in 

S.B.S. Consumer Co-operative Stores Ltd. Bhavnagar and 
the bank has nothing to do with their respective services 
with their Stores in the sense that they are not workmen 
with the meaning as defined u/s. 2 (s) of the l.D. Act-1947. 
There is no any evidence to prove that, they are the 
employees of the respondent bank. There is no evidence 


to the effect that no letter of appointment is given to each 
of them by the bank nor there Is any direction or control 
test to be applicable to each of them by any authority of 
the bank in the context of the work they perform in the 
said Co-operative stores where they are aid to be employed. 
The manner and Accountant who are associated with the 
Stores are only assisting the operation to the interest of 
member employees of the bank as a welfare mission. 
Section 2 (s) which defines the workman gives the criteria 
as to when any person can be termed as workman which 
we find to a series of judgments of High Court and Supereme 
Court and also indicated certain factors which make on to 
be a workman. In this connection, the factors which are to 
be considered so as to arrive at the conclusion as to when 
a person is a workman. Following factors are to be 
considered; 

1. Who is the appointing authority ? 

2. Who js the pay master ? 

3. Who can dismiss ? 

4. How long alternative service lasts ? 

5. The extent of control and supervision. 

6. The nature of the job, 

7. Whether it is professional or skilled work. 

8. Nature of Establishment, 

9. The right to reject, 

13. Respondent Bank has raised preliminary issue 
vide Ex. 147 that, S.B.I. Consumer Co-operative Stores 
Bhavnagar where these two persons are employed is not 
an industry as per Section 2 (J) of the l.D-Act-1947, Hence, 
present reference is bad in law and void in the said context 
pf the matter. Further First Party has submitted that, 
Consumer Cp. operative Store is in fact a small shop and 
that too to the need only the need of the small group of 
working members of the Consumer Co-operative Store and 
the working of the stores has nothing to do with the 
banking activities of the First Party which is a public utility 
service operating under the Central Govt, jurisdiction. 
Reference is also bad to law on the ground that these two 
persons who are related to this case are not at all working 
under the direction and control of any competent authority 
pf the First party who can even not take disciplinary action 
against the employees pf Consumer Co-operative Store in 
the event pf the situation where any such person working 
In Consumer Co-operative Store commits any misconduct 
while on duty and while in service of Consumer Co¬ 
operative Store at Bhavnagar, Further First Party has 
submitted that, Consumer Store employees are the 
permanent employees pf the Consumer Store and wages 
and salary are required to be paid by the Consumer Store 
only and apt by the First Party. The present Consumer 
Store is in operation for the last 39 years and since then, 
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all the disciplinary power is in the hands of committee of 
the Consumer Store and the First Party has nothing to do 
with the same in any context of the service conditions of 
these employees in question. Further the First Party has 
submitted that, the Central Govt. Labour Dept, had paid 
no attention to the nature of service of these persons 
which is evidently a very dominant factor for making a 
reference to Industrial Tribunal under the I.D. Act. In view 
of the above it is established that, this reference has been 
made by the Labour Ministry, New Delhi without giving 
attention to the real factor of this case. Therefore, whole 
reference is void, illegal and bad in law. Further the First 
Party has submitted that, the Consumer Stores employees 
can never be said to the employee of the First Party that 
banking services are rendered in a very wide amplitude or 
in a wide circumference of the banking activities whereas 
Consumer Store being an independent entity has to 
operate under the guidlines of the Govt. Authorities 
operating under the Co-operative. Societies Act and for 
which the registration with the Co-operative society is 
very much essential. This is the statutory obligation on 
the part of the Consumer Store operation in Gujarat under 
the said Act. There is no any such activity of this Consumer 
Store which can ever be treated to be part of the banking 
service in a wide area of operation in whole of the State in 
Gujarat. 

14. In support of his case the First Party has cited 
number of cases, and in the one of them the First Party has 
cited the case of Management of Reserve Bank of India 
V/s. Their workmen, 1996, (2), LLJ. 42, S.C. In the aforesaid 
case Hon'ble Supreme Court has established that, employee 
in canteen run by Reserve Bank of India through 
Committees or Co-operative Societies or contractors 
without any statutory or legal obligation on the employer 
bank to run canteens. They are not workmen of the Bank 
nor is there any relationship of master and servant 
between the Bank and those employees. Demand for 
regularization of such employees cannot be sustained. 
Further, the First Party Has represented that, no obligation 
on the part of the Bank to provide canteen facilities and 
the canteen was non statutory and run by Local 
Implementation Committees having no recongnition by 
Bank. Employees of such canteens, neither under the 
control of the Bank or their appointments governed by 
the rules framed by the Bank. Promoting canteen facilities 
by providing subsidy or other facilities is altogether 
different from running the canteen. The canteen was run 
by LIC and the Bank did not have any control in the 
appointment of the canteen employees. Held, the 
employees would not become employees of the Bank and 
there was no employer-employee relationship between the 
employees and the Bank. The said ruling is made in the 
case of State Bank of India V/s. Canteen Emp. Union, 2000, 

(1), LLJ, 1441, S.C. Further, the First Party has submitted a' 
citation of the case of Indian Overseas Bank V/s. l.O.B. 


Staff Canteen Workers Union, 2000, (1), 1618, S.C. and in 
the said case law it has been laid down that, where the 
canteen was run by Bank to cater to the needs of its 
employees through a Co-operative Society formed by 
employees to which Bank provided premises, furniture, 
utensils, electricity etc. the factual findings of the Industrial 
Tribunal with regard to existence of master servant 
relationship cannot be interfered with the High Court, in 
exercise of its writ jurisdiction as a case of no evidence. In 
the light of the objections made as above and when the 
reference is bad in law based on settled position of law 
referred to above and the above persons working in Co¬ 
operative Stores should not be construed to the 
employees of die Bank when there is no any employer and 
employee relationship between the Bank and these 
persons and then the reply to the reference may be made 
by this Tribunal operating under the Central Govt, for the 
purpose of this reference, as legally bad reference owing 
to various grounds referred to above contrary to die factual 
position of the present reference in the eye of law 
accordingly. 

15. In reply of the said preliminary issue raised by 
the First Party, the Second Party concerned workmen have 
produced their written answer vide letter dated : 
2-12-2009 and in the said letter the Second Party 
concerned workmen has submitted that, the reference case 
on hand is raised on 28-3-1994 i.e. before fifteen years 
ago, and in the case the schedule was as under : 

“Whether the three employees of the State Bank of 
Saurashtra Employees’ Consumer Co-operative Store 
Ltd. are the workman of the State Bank of Saurashtra, 
Bhavnagar ? If, so, whether the demand of 
Bhavnagar J ilia Mazdoor Sangh for treating them as 
regular employees of State Bank of Saurashtra is 
justified ? What relief, if any, the workmen are 
entitled ?” 

16. Thus from at the bottom of the case was raised 
the Second Party concerned workmen has raised their case 
for treating them as a workmen of the bank as the Bank is 
running “Staff Dispensary”, “Staff Library”, “Staff 
Canteen” etc. The Bank is treating them the staff of the 
Bank, and hence the workmen of the Consumers Stores, 
also should be treated as workmen of the Bank. In the said 
letter the Second Party concerned workmen has given their 
reply, and further said that, in the present reference case 
was raised on 28-3-1994 and during the time, both of the 
parties have produced their documentary evidences, 
written arguments, oral evidences and thus, most of the 
case has come to the end. And at the end time the First 
Party has raised the preliminary issue vide Ex. 147, this is 
not fair. And at the end time no any party can raise the 
preliminary issue. It is true that, a legal issue can be raised 
at any time, but the issue raised by the First Party is not a 
legal issue. The issue raised at this time, does not touch at 
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the root of Territorial Jurisdiction or at the root of the law. 
The Bank has raise their a preliminary issue in Para 3(c) 
that, the Consumers Stores is not an industry and 
therefore the reference is bad in law, but the Bank has not 
produced any documentary evidences in the case on hand. 

17. Looking to the preliminary issue raise by the 
First Party and reply of the the Second Party concerned 
workmen given in letter dated 2-12-2009 it is very clear 
that, the name of the Consumer Store is “State Bank of 
Saurashtra Employees Consumers Co-op. Stores Ltd.’*. This 
shows that, it’s construction and motive of the Stores is 
mostly concerned with the Bank. It is provisioned that, 
only an employee of the Bank can be a members of the 
Consumers Stores and no any other person can be a 
member of the Stores. And the motive of the Consumers 
Stores is to provide necessary substances for the life to 
their employees. The construction of the Consumers Store 
is done under the guidlines of the State Bank of India. The 
construction of the Consumers Store is done according to 
the State Bank of the India Handbook on Staff Welfare 
Activities as per Ex. 41 and 121. Further in the said 
handbook it is ordered to obey the said guidlines to all the 
subordinate Banks. And further in the Chapter-I V Close 1 
to 13 guidelines has been given that how to construct the 
Consumers Stores, how to help by the Bank to the Stores, 
the rate of the subsidy, number of Staff providing by the 
Bank, rent free accommodation etc. All these instructions 
shows very clear that, there is a clear control and 
supervision of the Bank over the Consumers Stores. 

18. Further, looking to the records produced in the 
present reference case i.e. Ex. 138 shows that, two managers 
and an accountant has been appointed by the Bank in the 
Consumers Stores and is the employees of the Bank. It 
shows very clear that, the administration of the Consumers 
Stores is run by the Bank. In document Ex. 53 it has been 
accepted by the Bank that, the Executive Council of the 
Consumers Stores are made from the Bank Employees. 
The Consumers Stores is situated in the Bank Building, 
and the Bank has provided the said accommodation rent 
free to the Consumers Stores. Stationary, furniture and 
fixtures, it’s repairing, telephone facility, computer, 
electricity, water etc. are provided by the Bank. In response 
of the said arguments, the Second Party concerned 
workmen has cited some cases. One of them is G.M. 
O.N.G.C. V/s. O.N.GC. Contractual Worker’s Union, L.L.N., 
8, 2008, page-490 to 497 it has been laid down by the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court of India that, behind the curtain 
the Status of the employees are of the workers of the 
O.N.GC, Not only that, but also in the case of Indian 
Overseas Bank V/s. Indian Overseas Bank Staff Canteen 
Worker’s Union and Ors. L.L.N. 6,2000 Page-930 Hon’ble 
Supreme Court of India has laid down that, in the said 
case the dispute was raised that, workers of the Co-op. 
Staff Canteen are not the employees of the Bank, but 
looking to the behind of the curtain it seems that, the 
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workers of the Co-op. Staff Canteen is the employees of 
the Bank. 

i k? 

19. Looking to the nature of the preliminary issue, it 
has been decided by the Hon’ble High Court of the Gujarat 
in LLN. Vol. 5, 2008 Page-160 that, a Labour Court or 
Tribunal can hear preliminary issue together. Further in 
the said case it has been decided that, if during the 
conciliation the preliminary issue is not raise then it can 
be rejected at any stage. Further, the Second Party 
concerned workmen has cited more some cases in response 
of his case are as under : 

1. LLN. 34-2008,-Page-628. 

2. LLN. Vol. 5-2005, Page-944. 

3. LLN. Nov. 2008, Page-588. 

20. Looking to the principles laid down in the 
aforesaid cases and documents and looking to the 
evidences produced by the both the parties it is necessary 
obligation of this Tribunal to obey the principles laid down 
by the Hon’ble Apex Courts. Hence, the preliminary issue 
raised at the end time by the Bank is liable to be rejected. 
Hence, an application to decide first the preliminary legal 
issue presented by the First Party Bank vides Ex. 147 is 
rejected. 

21. Now the question arise in the case on hand that, 
whether the three employees of the State Bank of 
Saurashtra Employees’ Consumer Co-operative Stores Ltd. 
are the workman of the State Bank of Saurashtra, 
Bhavnagar or not ? And further sub-question arise that, if, 
so, whether the demand of Bhavnagar J ilia Mazdoor Sangh 
for treating them as regular employees of State Bank of 
Saurashtra is justified or not ? First of all, to get the answer 
of the above questions it is necessary to observe that 
when and by whom the demand was raised. Documentary 
evidence produced by the Second Party concerned 
workmen vide dated 30-5-1991 is on the record of the case 
and is an approach letter written by the Second Party 
concerned workmen. Three concerned workmen have 
written the said approach letter and have signed as 
under: 

1. Shri Jitubhai B. Zakhara, 

2. Shri Dilip B. Mandaviya, 

3. Shri Kishore C. Sheth. 

22. Thus, aforesaid three workmen have raised the 
demand and their demand is to treating them the staff of 
the workmen of the State Bank of Saurashtra, now State 
Bank of India. Because, the Bank is running “Staff 
Dispensary”, “Staff Library”, “Staff Canteen” etc. The 
Bank is treating them the staff of the Bank, and hence the 
workmen of the Consumers Stores, also should be treated 
as workmen of the Bank. Looking to the records of the 
case on hand, the present reference case was raised on 
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28-03-1994 and the case was referred to this Tribunal for 
the adjudication on the said date. The Bank has argued 
that, the Consumers Store is not an industry and therefore 
the reference is bad in law, but the Bank has not produced 
any documentary evidences in the case on hand. 

23. Before come to the conclusion regarding the 
questions arose in this case it is very necessary to take 
into the consideration the observations made by the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court of India. In the case ofGM. ONGC 
Shilchar V/s. ONGC Contractual Workers Union, 2008, (3), 
LLN. 490, Hon’ble Supreme Court of India has observed 
on para 17 as under : 

“17. It is true that the underlined portion of the 
reference prima facie does give the impression 
that it presupposes that the workmen were 
contractual employees and the only dispute was 
with regard to the regularization of their services. 
It is equally true that the reference appears to 
have been other loosely worded but as observed 
by the Industrial Tribunal and the Division 
Bench, both parties were aware of the real issues 
involved in the light of the protracted litigation 
and the efforts made during conciliation 
proceedings. The Division Bench has, thus, 
rightly observed that it was open to the 
Industrial Tribunal to have lifted the veil so as 
the determine the nature of the employment and 
the dispute between the parties and for that 
purpose to look into the pleadings and evidence 
produced before it.” 

24. Further, in the case between Indian Overseas 
Bank V/s. Indian Overseas Bank Staff Canteen Workers 
Union and Another, 2000 (2), LLN. 930, Hon’ble Supreme 
Court of India has observed on paras 20 and 21 as under: 

“20. the factual findings recorded by the Tribunal 
and the Division Bench as also the materials 
relied upon therefore, have been already se out 
in detail, supra and it is unnecessary to refer to 
them in greater detail once over again. The 
canteen in question was being run from 
I January, 1973 and even before that, 
indisputably, the bank itself had arranged for 
running of the same through a contractor and 
similar arrangement to run through a contractor 
was once again made by the bank on its closure 
on 26 April, 1990, though after a period of some 
break from 21 October, 1992. Besides this, the 
nature and extend of assistance, financial and 
otherwise in kind, provided which have been 
enumerated in detail, would go to establish 
inevitably that the bank has unmistakably and 
for reasons obvious always undertaken the 


obligation to provide the canteen services, 
though there may not be any statutory 
obligation and it will be too late to contend that 
the provision of canteen had not become a part 
of the service conditions of the employees. The 
materials placed on record also highlight the 
position that the bank was always conscious 
of the fact that the provision and availing of 
canteen services by the staff are not only 
essential but would help to contribute for the 
efficiency of service by employees of the bank. 
That it was restructed to the employees only, 
that the subsidy rate per employee was being 
also provided, and the working hours and days 
of the canteen located in the very bank 
buildings were strictly those of the bank and 
the further fact that no part of the capital 
required to run the same was contributed by 
anybody else, either the promoters or the staff 
using the canteen are factors which strengthen 
the claim of the workers. It was also on evidence 
that the canteen workers were enlisted under a 
welfare fund scheme of the Bank besides making 
them eligible for periodical medical check up by 
the doctors of the bank and admitting them to 
the benefits of the provident fund scheme. The 
cumulative effect of all such and other facts 
noticed and considered in detail provided 
sufficient basis for recording its findings by 
Tribunal as well as the Division Bench of the 
High Court ultimately to sustain the claim of 
the workers, in this case. 

21. The learned Single Judge seems to have not 
only overlooked certain relevant material but 
by adopting a negative approach had belittled 
the relevance and importance of several vital 
and important factual aspects brought on 
record. If on the fact proved the findings 
recorded by the Tribunal are justified and could 
not be considered to be base upon no evidence, 
there is no justification for the High Court in 
exercising writ jurisdiction to interfere with the 
same. The promoters of the canteen being 
permanent employees in the service of the bank, 
permitted to run the canteen, by merely being 
in control of the day-to-day affairs of the 
canteen, the bank cannot absolve of its liabilities 
when it was really using the canteen 
management as its instrumentality and agent. 
The cloak apart the “voice definitely is that of 
Jacobs.” Consequently, we could neither find 
any error of law or other vitiating circumstances 
in the judgment of the Division Bench nor any 
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infirmities in the process of reasoning or gross 
unreasonableness and absurdities in the 
conclusions arrived at to restore the award, so 
as to justify and warrant out interference in the 
matter. 

25. Looking to observations made by the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court oflndia in aforesaid both the cases, the 
following questions arise in the case on hand to come to 
the conclusion to one way or the other : 

1. Are there any permanent employees of the 
Bank have been appointed to run the Consumers 
Stores ? 

2. Has the Bank taken upon itself the 
responsibility of providing the Consumers 
Stores facilities to the employees of the Bank ? 

3. Has the Bank provided the basic requirements 
like building, stationary, furniture and fixtures, 
telephone facility, computer, electricity, water 
etc. to the Consumers Stores ? 

4. Whether the Bank is giving subsidy to the 
Consumers Stores or not ? 

5. Is the Consumers Stores runs in the premise of 
the Bank ? 

6. Is the Consumers Stores for the exclusive use 
of the Bank Staff? 

7. Has the Bank provided the infrastructure 
facilities ? 

26. Looking to the records produced in the present 
reference case i.e. Ex. 138 shows that, two managers and 
an accountant has been appointed by the Bank in the 
Consumers Stores and is the employees of the Bank. It 
shows very clear that, the administration of the Consumers 
Stores is run by the Bank. In document Ex. 53 it has been 
accepted by the Bank that, the Executive Council of the 
Consumers Stores are made from the Bank Employees. 
The answer of the said question comes in positive. 

27. Looking to the facts and documentary evidences 
produced by both the parties, and looking to the reply of 
the Second Party concerned workmen has shown in letter 
dated 2-12-2009 it is very clear that, the name of the 
Consumer Store is ‘State Bank of Saurashtra Employees 
Consumers Co.op. Stores Ltd.” This name itself shows 
that, construction and motive of the Stores is mostly 
concerned with the Bank. It is also provisioned that, only 
a employee of the Bank can be a member of the Consumers 
Stores and no any other person can be a mumber of the 
Stores. And the motive of the Consumers ¥ tores is to 
provide necessary substances for the I fe to their 
employees. The construction of the Consxners Store is 


done under the guidlines of the State Bank of India. The 
construction of the Consumers Store is done according to 
the State Bank of India Handbook on Staff Welfare 
Activities as per Ex. 41 and 121. Further in the said 
Handbook it is ordered to obey the said guidelines to all 
the subordinate Banks. And further in the Chapter-IV Close 
1 to 13 guidelines has been given that how to construct 
the Consumers Stores, how to help by the Bank to the 
Stores. Thus, the answer of the second question falls in 
positive. 

28. In answer of the third and fourt question, we 
should see the Ex. 53, and in the said document it is very 
clear that, the Consumers Stores is situated in the premise 
of the Bank, and thus Bank has provided the said 
accommodation rent free to the said Consumers Stores. 
Not only that, but also the Stationary, furniture and 
fixtures, it’s repairing, telephone facility, computer, 
electricity, water etc. are provided by the Bank to the 
Consumers Stores. Not only that, but also the rate of the 
subsidy is also decided by the Bank. All these 
circumstances and documentary evidences show very 
clear that, there is a clear control and supervision of the 
Bank over the Consumers Stores. 

29. In the answer of the fifth question it is very 
clear that there is no dispute and it is also accepted by the 
Bank that, the Consumers Stores is situated in the Bank 
Building, and the Bank has provided the said 
accommodation rent free to the Consumers Stores. 

30. In connection with the question No. 6, if we see 
the Ex. 53, in an oral evidence of the Second Party 
concerned workmen Mr. Mandavi Dilip Bhikhalal confess 
that, the main motive of the Consumers Stores is to provide 
necessary substances for the life to their employees. Thus, 
the answer of the said question is also fall in positive. 

31. Last question is that, has the Bank provided the 
infrastructure facilities to the Consumers Stores or not ? 
Looking to the documentary evidences produced in the 
present reference case it is very clear that. Bank provided 
the infrastructure facilities to the Consumers Stores. Hence 
the answer of the said question is also comes in the positive 
manner. 

32. Looking to the result of the aforesaid test, and 
looking to the documentary evidences and lifting of the 
veil, if we see that who is actual master and servant, then 
we can very easily find out that who actual master is ? 
Aforesaid result itself shows that, the actual master of the 
present concerned workers is not a Consumers Stores, 
but actual master of the concerned workers of the 
Consumers Stores is the State Bank oflndia. Looking to 
the aforesaid observations laid down by the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court of India, in the case of workers of the 
O.N.GC. the principle is laid down that, the Tribunal should 
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find out that, who is a actual master and servant and it is 
also directed in the said judgment that, the Tribunal has a 
power to lifting up the veil. Not only that, but also in the 
case of Indian Overseas Bank V/s. Indian Overseas Bank 
Staff Canteen Worker’s Union and Ors. L.L.N. 6,2000 Page, 
930 Hon’ble Supreme Court of India has laid down that, in 
the said case the dispute was raised that, workers of the 
Co .op. Staff Canteen is not the employees of the Bank, 
but after lifting up the veil, it seems that, the workers of 
the Consumers Stores are the employees of the Bank. All 
these circumstances force to this Tribunal to obey the 
principles laid down by the aforesaid Apex Courts. Hence, 
this Tribunal is in opinion of that, the three employees of 
State Bank of Saurashtra Employees Consumers Co-op. 
Stores Ltd. are the workmen of State Bank of India, 
Bhavnagar. Not only that, this Tribunal has convinced by 
the Second Party concerned workmen through the 
documentary evidences that, the demand of the Bhavnagar 
Jilla Mazdoor Sangh for treating them as regular employees 
of State Bank of India is justified. 

33. In the aforesaid circumstances, question arise 
for the adjudication for this Tribunal that, from which 
date the Second Party concerned workmen should be 
treated as employees of the State Bank of India ? The 
present reference case has been raised by the Second 
Party concerned workmen from 28-03-1994. This date 
may become odd to calculate the figures of payment of 
the differences applicable to the the Second Party 
concerned workmen. Hence it is decided that, the 
Second Party concerned workmen are entitled to treat 
them employees of the workmen of State bank of India 
from 1 -4-1994. For the straight and easy calculation the 
date decided above will be justified for the Second Party 
concerned workmen. 

34. Now coming to the end part of the judgment, 
this Tribunal has to decide that, what relief workmen are 
entitled to ? Before giving any conclusion, it is necessary 
to observe the views given by the Hon’ble Supreme Court 
of India. In case of Indian Overseas Bank V/s. Indian 
Overseas Bank Staff Canteen Workers Union and Another, 
2000 (2) LLN. 930, Hon’ble Supreme Court of India has laid 
down the principle as under : 

“Held, bank had unmistakably undertaken the 
obligation to provide canteen facilities though there 
was no statutory obligation-Bank had also extended 
certain medical and welfare facilities to the canteen 
workers besides providing all facilities and financial 
assistance for running the canteen. In such factual 
matrix Tribunal was justified in holding the canteen 
employees as workmen of the bank and ordering 
their reinstatement as Class IV employees.” 

35. Taking into the consideration to the views given 


by the Hon’ble Supreme Court of Indian in the aforesaid 
judgment, the workmen of the present case are also entitled 
to treated them as Class IV employees, because the 
workmen of the present case are working in the Consumers 
Stores as salesmen, as stated by Mr. Dashrathbhai 
Jesangbhai Patel vide Ex. 117. Hence, in the present case 
also it is decided that, the workmen of the Consumers 
Stores are also entitled to treated at par Class-1 V workmen 
of the State Bank of India. Further, it should be clarified 
that, while considering the present case it has been 
decided that, the Second Party concerned workmen are 
the workmen of the State Bank of India, and are entitled to 
treat them as Class-I V workmen of the Bank from 1 -4-1994, 
The Second Party concerned workmen are entitled to get 
difference of payment, which they have already got during 
the working as a workmen of the Consumers Stores, i.e. 
the difference of payment will be deducted from those 
payment which they have already got as a workmen of the 
Consumers Stores. In considering all aforesaid 
circumstances, this Tribunal believes that the present 
reference should be granted. Therefore, this Tribunal 
passes the following order: 

ORDER 

1. The Reference made by the Second Party 
concerned workmen are granted partly, accordingly. 

2. It is declared that, three employees Mr. Jitubhai 
B. Zankhara, Dilipbhai B. Mandaviya and Mr. Kishore C. 
Sheth of the State Bank of Saurashtra Employees 
Consumer Co.op. Stores Ltd. Bhavnagar are the employees 
of State Bank of India, Bhavnagar. The State Bank of India 
i.e. First Party No. 1 will treat the aforesaid workmen as 
Class-IV, workmen of the State Bank of India from 
I -4-1994, within the 30 days from the date of publication 
of this award. 

3. The Second Party concerned workmen will be 
entitled to get the difference of payment but, Bank has a 
right to deduct the difference of payment which the 
concerned workmen have already got as workmen of the 
Consumers Stores. Mr. Kishore C. Sheth who has already 
retired from the serv ices will entitled to get the differences 
up to the date of his retirement. 

4. The Second Party concerned Union Bhavnagar 
Jilla Mazdoor Sangh, Bhavnagar is entitled to get 
Rs. 5000 (Rupees Five Thousand only) from die First Party 
No. 1 State Bank of India, Bhavnagar and from the First 
Party No. 2 the State Bank of Saurashtra Employees 
Consumers Stores Ltd., Bhavnagar, jointly and severely. 

Bhavnagar. 

Dated 30-6-2010. 

S. S. PANCHAL, Industrial Tribunal 
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New Delhi, the 31 st January, 2011 

S.O. 602. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 60/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of WCL and their workman which was 
received by the Central Government on 31-1 -2011. 

[No. L-22012/266/1991 -IR (C-ll)] 

D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

, ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI J.P.CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No.CGlT/NGP/60/2003 Date: 24-01-2011. 

Petitioner / : Shri Bisan Soma Kolwate, 

Party Nal C/o Shri Sadashiv Salame, Dhantoli, 

Takiya, Nagpur. 

Versus 

Respondent/ t The General Manager (N), 

Party No. 2 Western Coalfields Limited, Jaripatka, 
Nagpur. 

AWARD 

(Dated: 24th January, 2011) 

The Central Government in exercise of the powers 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 
2(A) of section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 
1947) (“the Act” in short) had referred the industrial dispute 
between the employers, in relation to the management of 
Western Coalfields Limited and their workman, Shri Bisan 
Soma Kolwate (“the workman” for brevity) as per letter 
No.L- 22012/266/91 -1R(C-1I) dated 24-10-1991, with the 
following schedule to the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal, Jabalpur for adjudication:- 

“Whether the action of the management to cancel 
the offer of appointraenfwithout giving any show- 
cause to Shri Bisan Soma Kolwate is justified? If not, 
what relief he is entitled to ?” 


Subsequently the reference was transferred to this 
Tribunal (CGIT, Nagpur) for disposal according to law. 

2. This order arises out of the petition filed by the 
management on 27-9-2010, for disposal of the reference on 
the basis of settlement arrived at by the workman and the 
management. 

3. The case of the management is that the workman 
had filed an application dtd.28-8-1996 making prayer to the 
CGIT, Jabalpur for disposal of the case on the proposed 
arrival of mutual agreement and the parties had arrived at a 
Bipartite Settlement in Form No.H, with mutual terms and 
conditions for re-employment of the workman on 6-9-1996 
and in view of the said settlement, vide application dated 
16-6-1998, both the parties had requested for passing of a 
consent award before the CGIT, Jabalpur and subsequent 
to the said settlement, foe workman was re-employed w.e f. 
9-6-1996 and after attaining foe age of 60 years, he was also 
superannuated on 30-6-2005 and all dues were paid to him. 

Alongwith the application, foe management filed the 
copies of the application dated 28-8-1996 filed by the 
workman, the Bipartite Settlement in Form No.H dated 
6-9-1996, the joint application dated 16-6-1998 and reference 
letter No. dated 17-6-1998. 

4. In spite of giving chance to file his say, the 
workman did not file the same. 

5. Perused the record alongwith foe documents filed 
by the management and as it is found from foe documents 
that there was a Bipartite Settlement between the workman 
and the management and foe management agreed for re¬ 
employment of foe workman and also re-employed the 
workman and the workman after bis re-employed was also 
superannuated, on attaining the age of 60 years. Hence, in 
foe interest of justice, 1 think it proper to pass a consent 
award and to dispose of foe case accordingly. Hence, the 
petition filed by the management is allowed and it is ordered: 

ORDER 

The reference may be treated at a “consent award”. 
The copy of the memorandum of foe settlement filed by the 
management be made a part of the “consent award”. 

Send a copy of the order to the Central Government 
for notification. 

J. P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
31 2011 
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New Delhi, the 31 st January, 2011 for more than 48 days in a year. Hence the workman was 


S.0.603.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 124/05) of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur 
now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
Pali Sub Area of M/s. SECL and their workman, received by 
the Central Government on 31 -1 -2011. 

(No. L-22012/10/2005-ER. (CM-II)] 

D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/124/05 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRJ MOHD. SHAKIR HASAN 
The Secretary, 

Koyla Shramik Sabha (UTUC), 

Old Guest House, Room No.2, 

Umaria(MP) ...Workman/Union 

Versus 

The Dy. Regional Manager, 

Pali Sub Area of M/s. SECL, 

PO Birsinghpur Pali, 

Umaria(MP) .. .Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 19th day of January, 2011 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No.L-22012/10/2005-IR(CM-II) dated 
8-11 -2005 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
by this tribunal:- 

“ Whether the action of the Dy.Regional Manager, 
Pali Sub Area of SECL in not promoting Shri Yagyasen 
Patkar to the post of Bunker Operator after changing 
the designation is legal, proper and justified? If not, 
to what relief the workman concerned is entitled for?” 

2. The workman/Union did not appear inspite of 
proper notice as such the reference proceeded exparte on 
29-9-09 against the workman/Union. 

3. The management appeared and filed Written 
Statement. The case of the management in short is that the 
workman was initially appointed on the post of Loader 
w.e.f. 28-7-1988. Subsequently there was no job of Loader 
and therefore the designation of several loaders were 
changed vide order No. 537 dated 3-6-2005 to grant him 
pay protection and they were deputed on surface at 
Birsinghpur Colliery for few days on shortage of manpower 
as and when required but they were not engaged on surface 


not entitled for regularization or promotion or change of 
designation. It is submitted that the award be passed in 
favour of the management. 

4. On the basis of the reference and pleading the 
issues are as follows- 

I. Whether the, action of the management in not 
changing the designation of the workman is 
justified ? 

II. Whether the workman was entitled for 

i promotion to the post of Bunker Operator? 

III. To what relief the workman is entitled? 

5. Issue No. I & II 

To prove the case of the management, one witness is 
examined. Management fitness Shri Tilak Kumar is 
Dy. Personnel Manager in Pali Sub Area. He has stated that 
the workman was appointed as loader but there was no job 
of Loader and therefore the designation of several loaders 
were changed vide order No. 537 dated 3-6-2005. The copy 
of the said order is filed which is marked as Exhibit M-l. The 
said order shows that the tyorkman was piece rated loader 
and his designation was changed as Time rated Cat-I with 
pay protection. His evidence further, shows that the 
workman worked on surface casually. The said witness 
has stated that the workman is not entitled to get his 
designation changed and for promotion to the post of 
Bunker Operator. There is no other evidence in rebuttal. 
There is no reason to disbelieve the evidence of this 
witness. Both the issues are decided in favour of the 
management. 

6. Issue No. HI 

On the basis of the discussion made above, the 
workman is not entitled to any relief. Accordingly the 
reference is answered. 

7. In the result, the award is passed without any 
order to costs. 

8. Let the copies of the award be sent to the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment 
as per rules. 

MOHD. SHAKIR HASAN, Presiding Officer 
M Is ml, 31 “^Wl, 2011 
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New Delhi, the 31 st January, 2011 

S.O. 604.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 27/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribuna),-cum-Labour 
Court, Kanpur as shown in the Annexure in * he Industrial 
Dispute between the management of KendriyaVidyalaya 
and their workman, received by the Central Government 
on 31-1-2011. 

[ No. L42012/157/2002-ljR. (CM-II)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Dei.; Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SRI RAM PARKASH HJS PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GO VERNMENT INDUSTRY VL 
TRIBUNAL -CUM- LABOUR COURT KANPVJU 

Industrial Dispt te No. 27 of2003 

\\ 

In the matter of iispute between ■ \ 

Sh. Sunil Kumar Dubey, 

S/o Sh. Madhysudan Dubey,, 

C/o Sh. Rishi Kant Tiwari, 

78/52 Latasha Road, 

Kanpur. 

AN0 

The Principal, 

Kendriya Vtdyalaya, 

Kanpur Cantt. 

Kanpur. 

AWA4D 

1. Central Government, MoL, New Delhi vide its 
notification no.L-42012/157/2002-IR (CM-II) dated 
8-8-03 has referred the fallowing dispute for adjudication 
to this tribunal— 

2. Whether the action of the management of Kendriya 
Vidyalaya Kanpur in t'Srminating the services of Sh. S. K. 
Dubey with effect horn 1-11-94 is legal and justified? If not, 
to what relief he is entitled? 

3. Brief facM are that the claimant has alleged that he 
was appointed on 22-7-93 at the post of peon in group 
“D”. The nature of work was of permanent nature. He 
performed liis services sincerely. He alleged that his 
services woe terminated on 1-11-94 without following the 
provisions rj an illegal manner. He stated that he had worked 
for 240 da** with effect from 22-7-93 to 31 -10-94. He has 
filed and annexure A issued by the opposite party. His 
services halve been terminated without issuing any show 
cause notice etc. Therefore, he has prayed that he should 
be reinstated with all consequential benefits. 

4. Oftposite party has filed written statement wherein 
the allegations of the workman have beat refuted. It is 


stated that he was never given any appointment letter or 
was ever appointed by them against any vacancy. He was 
never subject to any regular selection procedure. His name 
was never sponsored through the employment exchange. 
But they have admitted that he was engaged as a causal 
labour as per exigency of work. The claimant has been paid 
his wages according to the work. They have challenged 
the authenticity of the certificate which is annexure “A” 
filed by the claimant. 

5. No rejoinder has been filed. 

6 . Both the parties have adduced oral evidence. 

7. The only short question is to be decided in this 
case is whether die claimant had worked for 240 days or 
more in a calendar year preceding 12 months from the date 
of his termination of service that is 1 -11 -1994. 

8 . Claimant W.W.l has accepted in the cross that he 
was engaged as a daily casual worker. He has not given 
any application for appointment, he was not interviewed. 
He also stated that his name was not called from 
employment exchange. He stated that he was removed from 
service on 1-11-1994. But opposite party has denied it. 

9. Claimant has relied on the certificate which is 
photocopy which is paper no.7/1 but original has not been 
filed. Moreover, claimant has not given any application to 
summon the original document from the opposite party. He 
has not stated in his evidence that he wants to rely on his 
certificate. There is no word in his evidence regarding this 
certificate; therefore, I think that the claimant cannot take 
any advantage of this certificate unless proved by him. 

10. Prima-facie the burden lies on the claimant to 
prove this fact. 

11. Opposite party has relied upon a number of 
decisions vis.,— 

a. 2008(116) FLR558Allahabad High Court Junior 
Engineer U. P. Jal Nigam Construction Division 
Mirzapur and Presiding Officer Labour Court 
Mirzapur and another. 

b. 2007(115) FLR638Allahabad High Court U. P. 
Corporation Limited Versus Presiding Officer 
Labour Court, where in the Hon-ble High Court 
held that the burden of proof of actual working 
period Of workman span of work shown in the 
certificate would not mean-that workman has 
carefully worked for 240 days in or more 12 
calendar months in a calendar months. 

12.1 fee) that the claimant should have proved with 
some cogent evidence that he worked for 240 days before 
his termination. He did not summon the muster roll if he 
was bang marked present. 

13. Claimants has also filed certain decision of the 
Hon’ble High Court like 2008 (119) FLR 937 State of U.P. & 
P.O. Labour Court Agra and 2001 (89) FLR 32 Rajasthan 
High Court in between Municipal Corporation Kota and 
Ram Chandra Singh. 
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14. After going through the principle laid down by 
the Hon’ble High Court, I find that the claimant is not 
entitled to get any relief according to the facts and 
circumstances of the instant case. 

15. Asprima-facie initial burden lies on the claimant 
to prove fact that he had rendered his services for 240 days 
or more preceding one calendar year preceding the date of 
his termination. Thereafter the burden may shift on the 
opposite party to prove that the workman in fact had never 
worked for 240 days in a calendar year preceding the date 
of his termination, but actually claimant did not say a 
single word in his evidence regarding the papers on which 
he wants to rely. 

16. Therefore, I am of the view that the claimant has 
failed to prove his case. 

17. Accordingly it is held that the claimant is not 
entitled for any relief pursuant to the present reference 
order and as such the reference is answered against the 
claimant and in favour of the opposite party. 

RAM PARKA SH, Presiding Officer 
ftf 31 wml, 2011 
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New Delhi, the 31st January, 2011 

S.O. 605.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 11/2009) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Wani area 
of W estern Coal fields Ltd. and their workman, received by 
the Central Government on 31 -1 -2011. 

[ No. L-22012/99/2008-IR (CM-II)] 
D.S.S. SRINTVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI J. P. CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No.CGIT/NGP/11/2009 

Date: 24-1-2011. 


Petitioner/ : The Secretary, 

Party No.l Sanyukta Khadan Mazdoor Sangh 

(SKMS), Sanyal Bhawan, Gandhi Nagar, 
Ghujgus-442, Chandrapur 

Versus 

Respondent/ : The Chief General Manager, 

Party No 2 Waioi Area of Western Coalfields Ltd., 

Post Tadali, Dist-Chandrapur. 
Chandrapur 

AWARD 

(Dated: 24th January, 2011) 

In exercise of \the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and ] sub-section 2 (A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) ("the Act” in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between tlie employers, in relation to the 
management of Wani Area of Western Coalfields Ltd. and 
their workmen, Shri CxS.Shende & Shri Prakash Amle for 
adjudication, as per leifter No.L-220I2/99/2008-IR(CM-II) 
dated 24-3-2009, with the following schedule:- 

“ Whether the action of the management of Wani 
Area of WCL denying the accidental benefits and 
subsequently recovering the injury wages already 
paid from the salaries of Shri G S. Shende & 
Shri Prakash Amle is legal and justified? To what 
reliefs are the injured workmen represented through 
SKMS Union entitled?” 

2. Though, in this case, the reference had been 
received by the Tribunal on 3-4-2009 and the union 
representative on behalf of the workmen had been directed 
to file the statement Of claim, till 11-11-2010, statement of 
claim had not been filed by the union representative. 
However, in the interest of justice, on 11-11-2010, a last 
chance was given to the union representative to file the 
statement of claim on 24-1-2011. On 24-1-2011, none 
appeared on behalf of the workmen. No statement of claim 
was also filed on that date. Hence the case was closed for 
passing award. 

3. As no statement of claim was filed by the workmen, 
it is found that the workmen are not interested to proceed 
with the case. Hence, it is necessary to pass a “no dispute 
award”. Hence, it is ordered: 

ORDER 

The case be treated as “no dispute award”, dye to 
the default of the workmen. 

J. P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
ftf 31 2011 

w.srr. 606 .-~- 3 & 6 i)Pi«h srffifftftft, 1947 (1947 

ft* 14) ftft ftro i7 ^^ftftnft;^ft^mft* 7ftft.#.Tr^. it 

it fftftfaw rik it ite, apjftsj 
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New Delhi, the 31st January, 2011 

S.O. 606.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 28/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tnbunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the management of M/s. 
Mahanadi Coalfileds Limited, and their workman, received 
by the Central Government on 31-01-2011. 

[ No. L-22Q12/4/2005-IR (CM-U)] 

D.S.S. SRINTVAS RAO, Desk Officer 


the employers in relation to the management of Mahanadi 
Coalfields Limited and their Workman in exercise of the 
powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) ami sub¬ 
section 2(A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 vide their letter No. L-22012/4/2005-IR(CM-II), dated 
8-U-2005. •'.:" I - - ‘ •' 

2. The disputes as mentioned under the schedule of 
reference reads as follows 

“Whether the action of the Chief General Manager, 
MCL, Thlcher Area in terminating the service of Shri Suresh 
rhandr a Pradban, workman with effect from Ol-12-1999 is 
legal and justified? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled?” 

3. The 2nd Party-Union representing the concerned 
workman has filed the statement of claim stating that the 
workman joined as P.R. Loader under the 1st Party- 
Management on 19-10-1993. He was discharging his duties 
sincerely, but he fell seriously ill and got bedridden from 
the year 1994 to June, 1996. In the mid of June, 1996 he 

_ _ *• a • .« •* 1 A . _i*? _ 'a' _1 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
BHUBANESWAR [ 

PRESENT: Shri J. Srivastava, 

Presiding Officer, C.GI.T.-curn-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar, j 

Industrial Dispute Case No. 28/2005 

Date of Passing Award 12th Januajry, 2011 

BETWEEN: ( - 

The Management of theChief General 
Manager, M/s. MCL, Tocher Area, 

Po. Dera Talcher, Qrrisa, 

... 1st Party-Management 

AND 

Their workman represented through the 
General Secretary, Talcher Kpila Khani 
Mazdoor Sangh, At/Po. South Balanda, 
Dist. Angul, Orrisa-759116 < 

... 2nd Party-Union 

APPEARANCES: ? 

Shri P.K. Mohapatra, : For the 1st Party^anagement 

Personnel Manager. , 

• v -*vy 

Shri Mohan Nayak, : For the 2nd Party Union 
Authorized Representative. 

AWARD 

The Government of India in the Ministry of Labour 
has referred the present industrial dispute existing between 


other medical papers, but his joining report was not 
accepted and he was not allowed to resume his duties. In. 
the meantime a memorandum dated 1 -8-1996 was issued to 
him showing absence from duty without sufficient cause. 
The 2nd Party-workman submitted his explanation before 
the Manager, Deulbera Colliery, Talcher stating that he was 
seriously ill and bedridden. He also mentioned the fact of 
his reporting for duty in June, 1996 and the Management 
refusing him to take on duty. Despite repeated approaches 
the 1 st Party-Management did not take him back in service. 
All of a sudden the Chief General Manager, Talcher Area 
awarded him a punishment of removal from service with 
effect from 1-12-1999vide his letter dated 26-11-1999. He 


was never given any notice about the enquiry and its 
sitting. The whole enquiry was conducted exparte. The 
materials collected during enquiry were not supplied to 
him nor he was afforded any reasonable opportunity to 


submit his explanation, Such an enquiry cannot be said to 


standing oi$er. The l^t in flagrant 

violation of the jffinciplcs of natural justice conducted 
enquiry exparte with a view to do away with his service. 
Thus the punishment order is not sustainable in the eye of 
law. The 1st Party-Management has infringed the 
workman's right to. life and livelihood and therefore the 
entire disciplinary proceeding is vitiated and the order of 


4. The 1st Party-Management has stated in reply 
that the disputant- workman was appointed as a Loader on 
19-10-1993. He had not been regular in his duties and was 
a habitual unauthorized absentee from duty. In the year 
1993 he worked for 33 days and in the year 1997 he worked 
only for 10 days. In the yeas 1994,1995,1996,1998 and 
1999 he recorded attendance for nil days. Absence from 
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3. Whether the order of termination was 
proportionate to the charge? 


duty without prior sanction of leave and/or habitual 
unauthorized absence from duty is misconduct under the 
certified standing orders of the company. The disputant* 
workman did not mend his way and continued to ahs rain 
from duty. He was therefore charge-sheeted by the Manager, 
Deulbera Colliery for his misconduct, under the standing 
orders for his habitual unauthorized absence from duty 
without any information and sufficient cause and for his 
absence from duty with effect from 24-11-1993 without 
sanctioned leave or without prior information. The 2nd 
Party-workman received the charge-sheet and submitted 
his explanation. Despite receipt of notice of enquiry vide 
lettca - No. 1771 dated 30-7-1999 the 2nd Party-workman did 
not attend the enquiry on the date fixed nor sent any 
information. He was issued four more notices regarding 
holding of enquiry but hedidnot appear before the enquiry 
committee. Finally the enquiry was conducted in 5th sitting 
on 24-9-1999. After conclusion of domestic enquiry a copy 
of the enquiry report was sent to the delinquent official 
vide letter dated 27-9-1999. He was given an opportunity 
to show cause about punishment but the delinquent official 
did not respond to the show cause notice. Taking into 
account the past record of the delinquent he was awarded 
punishment of removal from service vide letter dated 
26-11-1999. The quantum of punishment is just and 
proportionate in view of the fact that he had voluntarily 
abandoned the service for which he was himself 
responsible. The disputant-workman did not bother to 
respond to the enquiry notice received by him. As such 
conducting the enquiry exparte was the only option. Any 
consideration in the case will be granting premium to 
indiscipline that will bring disastrous consequence to the 
business organizations. 

5. The 2nd Party-Union filed rejoinder to the written 
statement of the 1st Party-Management and stated that 
notice of sitting of enquiry on 9-8-1998 was served on the 
disputant-workman, but he could not attend the enquiry 
on that date due to his illness, He also informed this fact to 
the enquiry officer. He has not received any other notice 
regarding conduct of enquiry. He was not given the copy 
of the enquiry report before imposition of punishment. The 
punishment of removal from service is disproportionate 
and illegal. The enquiry report is not sustainable in the eye 
of law and the punishment is Uable to be set aside. 

6 . On the basis of above contentions of the parties 
the following issues were framed for adjudication. 

ISSUES 

1. Whether the workman was a probationer or was 
appointed as regular basis by the time the 
alleged termination took place on 1 -12-1999. 

2. Whether the domestic enquiry was conducted 
fairly with due regard to the principle of natural 
justice. 


4. If not, to what relief the workman is entitled? 

7. The 1st Party-Management has examined two 
witnesses in evidence namely M.W-1 Shri Chandra Deo 
and M.W.-2 Shri Binod Kumar Sahu and also filed 
documents which have been proved and marked as Ext. -1 
toll. 

8 . The 2nd Party-Union has failed to adduce any oral 
evidence and remained absent on several dates after closure 
of the evidence of the 1 st Party-Management After issuing 
notice to the 2nd Party-Union its authorized representative 
appeared on 15-2-2010 but thereafter none of the parties 
appeared and ultimately the case was reserved for passing 
award. 

FINDINGS 

Issue No. 1 

9. The disputant-workman was given appointment 
as a land oustee on the post of P.R. Loader, Grade V-A on 
19-10-1993. After completion ofhis vocational tr aining on 
23-11-1993 he was to report to the Project Officer, Deulbera 
Colliery for further placement. But he absented himself from 
duty from 24-11-1993 all along without sanction of leave or 
prior information. In this view of the matter the 1 st Party- 
Management's plea is that the disputant-workman was 
appointed as a probationer on the post of piece rated loader. 
M.W.-l, Shri Chandra Deo and M.W.-2 Shri B.K. Sahoo 
have stated that he was appointed as a probationer. 
According to the statement of M.W.-2 Shri B.K. Sahu 
clause 3.5 of the certified Standing Orders speaks that a 
permanent workman is one, who was employed against the 
permanent job for a period of six months or who has 
satisfactorily put in six months continuous service in a 
permanent post as a probationer, The disputant-workman 
was appointed on 19-10-1993 and terminated on 1-12-1999 
and during this period he had worked only for a period of 
43 days and as such he can only be considered as a 
probationer, not a permanent workman. In his cross- 
examination he has further stated that an employee would 
be made permanent only if he worked continuously for six 
months and during these six months he would be treated 
as a probations'. In the appointment letter Ext.-6 there is no 
mention of the fact that the disputant-workman was 
appointed as a probationer? A probations'has been defind 
under clause 3.6 of the certified Standing Orders as to mean 
a person who has been appointed to fill up the permanent 
post at least for six months in a temporary way and who 
has not completed the probation period. As per facts of the 
case as the disputant-workman has only put in 43 days of 
service till his termination on 1-12-1999, he can only be 
designated as a probationer, though he might have been 
appointed on a regular post. This Issue is accordingly 
answered and decided in favour of the 1st Party- 
Management. 


540GI/11—21 
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Issue No. 2 & 3 

10. Since both the issues are co-related and into* 
dependant they are taken together for convenience sake. 

11 . It has been borne out from the evidence on record 
that the disputant-workman had only worked for 43 days 
under the 1st Party- Management, 3 3 days in the year 1993 
and 10 days in the year 1997. He remained absent through¬ 
out theyears 1994 to 1996,1998 and 1999 till his dismissal 
from service. The disputant-workman has taken the plea 
that he was seriously ill and bed-ridden from the year 1994 
to mid of June, 1996. But there is not a single utterance 
from his side that he had informed the 1st Party- 
Management about his illness any time during the period 
of his absence. He reported for duty in the mid of June, 
1996 along with medical certificates of illness and fitness. 
He has filed papers of his treatment along with his rejoinder 
to the written statement of the 1 stParty-Management. These 
documents have not been proved and exhibited in evidence. 
They are in shape of photostat copies. On casting a glance 
on these papers it appears that the medical treatment started 
from 13-5-1997 and ended on 22-9-1998. These papers do 
not speak of illness of the disputant workman from the 
year 1994 to mid of June, 1996. He has also filed three 
papers in the shape of xerox copies. The first two papers 
are medical certificates for the period from 25-11-1993 to 

16- 7-1994 and 18-7-1994 to 16-2-1996. In both of these 
papers he was declared fit to resume his duty with effect 
fiora 17-7-1994 and 17-2-1996 respectively. The third paper 
is the medical prescription. He had not explained as to why 
he had not joined his duties on 17-7-1994 and again on 

17- 2-1996. These medical certificates havebeen taken from 

the Medical Officer, G M. Hospital, Talcher and P.H.C. 
Godipada, Dist Anpil respectively. The 1st Party- 
Management had got him examined from the medical board 
of MCL, Central Hospital, Talcher whose report in the shape 
of xerox copy has been exhibited as 1/11. In the medical 
examination the disease was reported as chronic gastritis. 
No abnormality was detected and the disputant-workman 
was found fit for duty. But he did not join his duty even 
after being declared fit to resume duties. Thereafter a letter 
dated 1-8-1996 raising the charges of long absence from 
duty without prior sanction of leave and information was 
sent by the Management to the disputant- workman. The 
Photostat copy of this letter constituting charge-sheet was 
filed and proved by the 1st Party-Management as Ext.-l to 
which a reply dated 23-8-19% was received from the 
disputant-workman. The photostat copy of which has been 
filed and proved as Ext.-VI. But the disputant-workman 
has not given any justifiable and satisfactory reply to the 
charges raised against him by letter/charge-sheet dated 
1-8-1996. Thereupon a departmental enquiry was instituted 
and enquiry committee was appointed vide order dated 
27-7-1999. Copy of this office order was sent to the 
disputant-workman. The photostat copies of registry 
receipt and stamp account book have been filed and 
exhibited by the Management witness No.l. Notice 
regarding sitting of enquiry committee are Ext. 1/12, Ext. 2 
and Ext. 2/1 to 2/5. The Management witness has deposed 


that despite sending registered notices to the disputant- 
workman he did not attend the enquiry. Therefore the 
enquiry was conducted exparte in his absence. The enquiry 
report was finalized and filed before the Project Officer, 
Deulbera Colliery. The said report is exhibited as Ext.3. The 
record of sitting of enquiry committee has also been filed 
along with the enquiry report The Project Officer salt the 
copy of the enquiry report to the disputant-workman and 
called for his representation in writing within three days of 
receipt of the letter for consideration of the 1st Party- 
Management. But no reply was received. Hence after 
accepting the findings of the enquiry report and taking 
into account the seriousness of charges levelled against 
the disputant-workman punishment of removal from service 
was awarded to him witii effect from 1-12-1999 videoffice 
Order dated 30-11-1999, photocopy of which has been 
exhibited as Ext 5/1. Clause 26.24 of the Certified Standing 
orders relates to the habit of late attending to duty or habit 
of remaining absent from duty without sufficient cause 
and Clause 26.30 relates to the absence from duty without 
sanctioned leave or sufficient cause or remaining absent 
from duty beyond the period of sanctioned leave. All these 
deeds constitute misconduct on the part of the employee 
and for this misconduct punishment of removal or dismissal 
from service can be awarded. The disputant-workman 
although has alleged that the punishment is 
disproportionate to the charges levelled, yet his contention 
cannot be accepted. Without prior sanction of leave or 
prior information absence from duty for years together 
cannot be taken lightly and that too in the case of a new 
entrant. It is a serious misconduct. The disputant-workman 
was a new entrant in service and he kept himself absent 
from duty almost for three years without any information 
or leave application to the 1st Party-Management. 
Therefore, I cannot disagree with the punishment awarded 
to the disputant-workman. The punishment awarded is not 
disproportionate to the charges of long absence from duty 
without prior sanction of leave or prior information. 
Therefore the punishment of removal/dismissal from service 
is held appropriate to the charges. The disputant-workman 
could not show as to how the domestic enquiry was not 
conducted fairly with due regard to the principle of natural 
justice. The disputant-workman was every time informed 
through registered notice about the sitting of the enquiry 
committee, but he chose to remain absent Therefore the 
enquiry committee cannot be fastened with any fault 
regarding conduct of the enquiry. Both the issues No. 2 
and 3 are decided in the affirmative and against the 2nd 
Party-Union. 

Issue No. 4 

12. Since the disputant-workman’s long absence from 
duty without sanctioned leave and prior information comes 
under gross misconduct for which punishment of dismissal/ 
removal from service can be awarded as per the Certified 
Standing Orders and the 2nd Party-Union could not show 
that the domestic enquiry was not conducted fairly with 
due reagrd to the principle of natural justice and 
disproportionate punishment was awarded with respect to 
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the charges levelled against him he is not entitlled to any 
relief. 

13. Reference is answered accordingly. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 

J. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer 
31 UFratf, 2011 

^T.3?T. 607.—3^Pl*h atfqfWT, 1947 ( 1947 
17 ^ s feflq w«M< wft.ani 

^ e£ 4«l«Si Tl^Wf 3ffr <fi«h «ffa, 3F^tJ 

"4 ^EltPjeh fqqiq "4 4v<04 *K«bK 3?feilPl4i 3#WW?W 

(tM WH 135/2002) ^ M<+>ll>ld 
W t, 31-1-2011 ^3TP<T f*n «ff| 

[7T. R^-22012/31/2002-3nf 3TR(^T-II) ] 
Tf. m XTH. TPf, 37^ 3?fq4iRt 

New Delhi, the 31 st January, 2011 

S.O. 607.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 135/ 
2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Jabalpur as shewn in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Food 
Corporation of India, and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 31-1-2011. 

[ No. L-22012/3 l/2002-IR(CM-II)] 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-1ABOURCOURT, 
JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/I35/2002 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRIMOHD. SHAKIR HASAN 
The Regional Secretary, 

Food Corporation of India Employees Association, 

1 -102, New Subhash Nagar, 

Bhopal (MP) ....Workman 

Versus 

The District Manager (West), 

Food Corporation of India, 

Mistry Bhawan, D.W. Road, 

Churchgate, 

Mumbai 

The Sr. Regional Manager, 

Food Corporation of India, Bhopal .. Management 
AWARD 

Passed on this 20th day of January, 2011 

I. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No.L-220I2/31/2002-IR(CM-II) dated 
19-9-2002 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
by this tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of the management of Food 
Corporation of India, Mumbai/Bhopal in not 


transferring the workman Shri G P. Dubey from AG-I 
(Ministerial) Cadre to Accounts Cadre without 
considering seniority and in terms of his option dated 
21-3-77 given vide Circular No. Accounts Cadr©‘76- 
77 dt. 4-3-77 is justified? If not, to what relief the 
workman concerned is entitled to?” 

2. The Workman/Union did not appear in the 
reference inspite of proper notice. As such the then Tribunal 
proceeded the proceeding exparte on 22-7-05 and 20-9-07 
against the Workman/Union. 

3. The management appeared and filed Written 
Statement. The case of the management in short is that the 
workman Shn G P. Dubey while working on the post of 
AG-I (Ministerial) had given option for transferring his 
services in the Accounts Cadre on the basis of his seniority 
in terms of circular dated 4-3-1977. Since the workman was 
not fulfilling the requisite criteria and qualifications for 
transferring his services to the Accounts Cadre, his 
application was rejected by the management. It was not 
mandatory right to the workman that his option was required 
to be accepted by the management. However subsequently 
the workman sought voluntary retirement from the service 
under the Voluntary Retirement Scheme. His application 
was accepted by the competent authority vide order dated 
3-9-04. The workman voluntary retired from the services 
w.e.f. 7-10-04 and had accepted the retirement benefits 
which was paid to him vide Account Payee Cheque dated 
18-11 -04. Since the workman is no more in service,, the claim 
for transferring his services has become infructuous. It is 
submitted that the workman is not entitled to any relief. 

4 .011 the basis of the reference and the pleadings of 
the management, the'following issues are framed— 

I. Whether the workman is entitled to be 
transferred from AG-1 (Ministerial) to the 
Accounts Cadre? 

If. To what relief, if any, the workman is entitled? 

5. Issue No. I 

To prove the case the management has examined 
one witness. The Management witness Shri Ashok 
Rambhau Wankhade is Area Manager. He has stated that 
the workman Shri G.P.Dubey had given option for 
transferring his services in theAccounts Cadre on the basis 
of circular dated 4-3-1977 but he was not fulfilling the 
requisite criteria and qualification and therefore his option 
was rejected by the non-applicant corporation. His evidence 
is unrebutted and there is no other evidence to disbelieve 
his evidence. Moreover the burden is on the workman/ 
Union to establish his claim. Considering the discussion 
above, it is clear that the action of the management is 
justified in not transferring his services to Accounts Cadre. 
This issue is decided in favour of the management. 

6. Issue No. II 

On the basis of discussion, made above, it is clear 
that the workman is not entitled to any relief Accordingly 
the reference is answered. 
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7 In the result, the award is passed without any 
order to costs. 

8 . Let the copies of the award be sent to the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment 
as per rules. 

MOHD. SHAKIR HASAN, Presiding Officer 
2011 

cET,3TT ( 608.-^^141 faW 1947 (1947 

un 14) T& «im 17 ^ 3^4H U I "tf, Ffe 

%=r ^ wrara ^ farifarerf afo ^ 

3jj«AP|4i (441^ "4 4>'s04 «<4iR 3lta)fd4> 
^ W (tftf 183/98 ) 

=Ft Wlftffi TOt t, 4^4 W4>K ^ 28-1 -2011 4^ T1P<T 

[4 T*?I-12012/340/97-30$ 3tR(4t-I)] 
^ ftfc, atftoffi 

New Delhi, the 31st January, 2011 

S.O. 608.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 183/98) 
of die Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Armexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of State Bank of India and their workman, 
received by the Central Government on 28-01 -2011. 

[No. Lr 12012/34Q/97-1R (B-I)] 

RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 


Passed on this 18th day of January 2011 

1. The Government oflndia, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-12012/$4fl/97-IR(B-I) dated 10-8-98 
has referred the following dispute for adjudication by this 
tribunal:- 

“ whether the action of the management of State Bank 
of India, in awarding the punishment of removal from 
services of Bank to Shri H. R. Minj, Ex-Cashier Cum 
Clerk, Saragaon Branch of Distt. BiIaspur(MP), vide 
order, dt. 15-5-% of Deputy General Manager, State 
Bank of India, Zonal Office, Raipur (MP) is justified? If 
not, to what relief the workman is entitled?” 

2. The case of the workman in short is that the 
workman was cashier-cum-clerk at Saragaon Branch of State 
Bank of India. He was served with a charge sheet dated 
6-10-95 for cheating and forgery in the Bank’s record for 
wrongful gain. The departmental proceeding was initiated. 
The Enquiry Officer and the Presenting Officer were 
appointed. The E.O submitted his enquiry report on the 
basis of admission by the workman without holding any 
enquiry. The Disciplinary authority also without 
considering the points raised passed the order of removal 
from service. The Appellate Authority had also not 
considered the points and rejected the, appeal. The 
workman did not admitted regarding cheating and forgery 
rather he had admitted only with respect to withdrawal qf 
amount. The managment had not adduced any valid 
evidence in die departmental enquiry. It is also stated that 
the punishment is also disproportionate and severe by 
passing order of removal from service. It is submitted diat 
the order of punishment be set aside and the workman be 
reinstated with back wages. 


ANNEXURE 

BFK3RE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDLSTRIALTRIBUNAUCUM-LABOURCOURT, 

JABALPUR 

NO CGIT/LC/R/183/98 

Presiding Office*: Shri Mohd. Shakir Hasan 

ShriH.RMinz, 

Ex. Cashier-cum-Clerk, 

State Bank oflndia, Saragaon Branch, 

Distt. Champa Janjgir, 

R/o Pataka Dukaan, Majhli Talab, 

Station Road, Baipali Chowk, 

Champa, Distt. Champa- Janjgir (MP) 

Workman/Umon 

Versus 


3. The management appeared and filed Written 
Statement to contest the reference. The case of the 
management, interalia, is that admittedly the workman was 
cashier-cum-clerk in the bank but committed serious 
irregularity in his current account by fraudulent act of 
alteration and forgery fear wrongful gam. He was served 
with chargesheet. He filed reply and admitted the charges. 
The departmental enquiry was initiated and the E.O was 
appointed. The E.O explained the charge* and the workman 
again admitted the charges. Since he had repeatedly 
admitted the charges, the E.0 submitted his enquiry report 
on the basis of admission by the workman. The enquiry 
report was given to the workman and was asked to give 
explanation if any. The workman again admitted the charges. 
The Disciplinary authority served the proposed 
punishment of removal from service and asked to 
showcause under Shastri Award read with Desai Award. 
He had also been given opportunity of personal hearing. 


The Dy.General Manager, • 

State Bank of India, 

Region-V, Zonal Office, 

Raipur (MP) 

Management 


p unishm ent. The Disciplinary Authority considering the 
serious misconduct committed by the workman passed the 
order of removal from service. It is submitted that the 



in favour of the management. 
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4. On the basis of the pleadings of both the parties, 
the following issues are fraraed- 

L Whether the departmental enquiry conducted 
by the management against the workman is just 
and proper? 

ii Whether the workman is entitled to 
reinstatement with bade wages ? 

iii. Relief and costs. 

5. Issue No. 1 

The issue No.l was taken up as a preliminary issue 
and after considering all the materials on record, it was 
held that the departmental proceeding conducted by the 
management is legal and valid on 4-3-2010. Accordingly 
this issue is already answered. 

6. Issue No.2 & 3 

Both the parties have not adduced any evidence 
after the order on preliminary issue. The parties have relied 
the documents filed during department^ enquiry. Exhibit 
W/6 is filed by the workman and is admitted by the 
management. This document clearly shows that the 
workman admitted all charges during the course of 
departmental proceeding. The workman filed reply of 
showcause to die disciplinary Authority which is marked 
as Exhibit M/2. The reply of die showcause shows that the 
workman apologized theconduct committed by him due to 
family tension and begged to pardon the misconduct Thus 
it is clear that it was voluntary admission of the serious 
charges of misconduct. Under the circumstances, he 
appears to be not entitled to be reinstated with back wages. 

7. Another important point for consideration is as to 
whether the punishment awarded to him was 
disproportionate to the misconduct committed to him. The 
learned counsel for the workman has argued that the 
workman has himself admitted the charges on the given 
assurance that the punishment would be dealt leniently. 
He has reliul a decision reported in (1991) 17 Administrative 
Tribunal Case K/E/Vavichi Versus Senior Superintendent 
of Fost Office, Palghat and 4 others.The decision is not 
applicable with the facts of this case because he had 
admitted the charges of lack of integrity. This decision is 
not applicable. 

8. The learned counsel for the management has urged 
that the Bank employee is required to exercise higher 
standards of honesty because he deals with the money of 
the depositors and the customers. This misconduct is a 
serious misconduct and the Bank lost confidence on the 
employee. The learned counsel has relied the decision 
reported in (2005)1 S.C,C13,Ganesh Santa Ram SirarVrs. 
State Bank of India and another wherein the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court has held that- 

'The Bank Manager/Officer and employees of any 

Bank, nationalized/or non-nationalised, are expected 

to act and discharge their (unctions in accordance 


with the rules and regulations of the bank. Acting 
beyond one's authority is by itself a breach of 
discipline and trust and a misconduct. In the instant 
case Charge 5 framed against the appellant is very 
serious and grave in nature. We have already 
extracted the relevant Rule which prohibits the Bank 
Manager to sanction a loan to his wife or his relative 
or to any partner. While sanctioning the loan the 
appellant did not appear to have kept this aspect in 
mind and acted illegally and sanctioned the loan. He 
realized the mistake later and tried to salvage the 
same by not encashing the draft issued in the maiden 
name of his wife though the draft was issued but not 
encashed. The decision to sanction a loan is not an 
honest decision. Rule 34 (3) (1) is a rule of integrity 
and, therefore, as rightly pointed out by Mr. Salve, 
the respondent Bank cannot afford to have the 
appellant as Bank Manager. The punishment of 
removal awarded by the appellate authority is just 
and proper in the facts and circumstances of the 
case. Before concluding, we may usefully reply on 
the judgment Regional Manager, UP SRTC V. Hoti 
Lai wherein this court has held as under- 

“If the charged employee holds a position of trust 
where honesty and integrity are inbuilt requirements 
of functioning, it would not be proper to deal with 
the matter leniently. Misconduct in such cases has 
to be dealt with iron hands. Where the petson deals 
with public money or is engaged in financial 
transactions or acts in a fiduciary capacity, the 
highest degree of integrity and trustworthiness is a 
must and unexceptionable, Judged in that 
background, conclusions of the division Beach of 
the High Court donot appear to be proper. We set 
aside the same and restore order of the learned Single 
Judge upholding the order of dismissal.” 

The learned counsel has also relied the decision 
reported in (2003)4 S.C.C.364 ,P.C.Kakkarversus Cha i rman 
and Managing director, United Commercial Bank and 
another and (2004 )8.S.C.C.218 Regional Manager, 
Rajasthan, State Road Transport Corporation versus 
Sohanlal. I find that the workman had committed serious 
misconduct by interpolating in the record and for 
withdrawing the amount and therefore there is no need to 
interfere in the punishment order. These issues are decided 
against the workman and in favour of the management. 
The reference is accordingly answered. 

9. In the result, the award is passed without any 

costs. 

10. Let the copies of the award be sent to the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment 
as per rules. 

MOHD SHAKIR HASAN , Presiding Officer 
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committed by Sh. Mithlesh Kumar is in proportion 
or not? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled? 

3. Brief facts are— 
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New Delhi, the 31 st January, 2011 

S.O. 609.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No.92 Z2000) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Kanpur as shown in the Annexure, in die Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of 508 Army Base Workshop and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 31-01-2011. 

(No. L-14011/10/2000-IR (DU)] 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE * 

BEFORE SRI RAM PARKASH, HJS, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT, KANPUR 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 92 OF 2000 
Between 

The Genera) Secretary, 

Defence EME Employees Union, 

Allahabad, 

586/74-A/25-B DJelkapurwa 
Allahabad. 

And 

The Commandant & MD, 

508. Army Base Workshop, 

Allahabad Fort, 

Allahabad. 

AWARD 

1. Central Govt. MoL aNew Delhi vide Notification 
No. L-14011/10/2000-IR (DU) dated 31-07-2000, has 
referred the following dispute for adjudication to 
this tribunal— 

2. Whether the action of die management of508 Army 
Base Workshop, Allahabad while awarding the 
punishment “withholding of increment of pay for 
two years without cumulative effect” as a 
disciplinary action is in proportionate act 


4. It is an admitted fact that the claimant Sri Mithlesh 
Kumar who is serving with the opposite department 
took an LTC advance for the block year 1994-97 of 
Rs. 19800 which was paid to him on 
19-12-98. It is alleged that the journey was to be 
commenced on die same day. He tried his best to 
get reservation in die railway before 31 -12-98, being 
the last date of availing of LTC for the aforesaid 
block of 4 years, but he could not succeed to get 
reservation in the railway for the declared place of 
Kanya Kumari. Meantime his wife became ill and 
he spent the amount of LTC advance in her treatment 
thereafter he submitted an application dated 28-01 - 
99, requesting the opposite party to recover the 
amount of LTC advance paid to him from workman’s 
pay and allowances under the provisions of LTC 
Rules, 1988, copy of the application dated 28-1-99 is 
filed as annexure one. Amount to him as LTC 
advance has been recovered but the General 
Administration illegally served with a memo of 

charge bearing no.dated 23-3-99. The GM, 

(Admin) used illegally the powers of disciplinary 
authority against the workman copy of the same is 
enclosed and filed as Annexure 2. Workman 
submitted the reply of the said memo and denied 
the allegation; copy of the reply is annexure 3. 
Workman did not submit any fraudulent claim to 
the department as such charge- sheet served on 
him is wholly illegal, but foe GM (Admn) [passed an 
arbitrary order dated 10-5-99 imposing foe penalty 
of “ withholding of increment of pay for two years 
without cumulative effect,” the said order is wholly 
illegal and arbitrary. Hie disciplinary authority did 
not discuss the defence of foe workman and no 
opportunity of hearing was given to him and holding 
an inquiry under sub-rule (3) to sub-rule 23 of Rule 
14 of CCS Rules, 1965. As such the order of the 
disciplinary authority is a non speaking order; copy 
of foe order is filed as annexure 4. He also made an 
appeal against the order of foe disciplinary authority, 
but the appellate authority also passed an arbitrary 
and non speaking order which is filed as annexure 5 
and 6. Therefore, he has prayed that the order of the 
disciplinary authority and foe appellate authority 
be set aside. 

5. Opposite party has filed the Written Statement. 
They have alleged that the claimant has not 
produced reservation ticket within ten days from 
receipt of advance as per existing instructions 
and misuse foe government money GM (Admn) 
and disciplinary authority issued a charge-sheet/ 
memorandum dated 25-3-99 under Rule 16 of CCS 
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Rules 1965, to the claimant and also framed article 
of charges which was duly served on the applicant 
which is filed. Sri Mithlesh Kumar submitted his 
explanation in which he stated that he received the 
amount on journey day and journey without 
reservation could not be made and also stated 
that in the meantime his wife became ill and spent 
amount of money of LTC in treatment of his wife. 

6 . Opposite party has contradicted the other 
allegations of the claimant and stated that it is the 
discretion of the disciplinary authority to conduct 
the inquiry and he can waive off holding an inquiry 
in the case of minor charge-sheet. Therefore, they 
prayed that the claim statement be dismissed. 

7. Both the parties have filed the documentary 
evidence. 

8 . Claimant has not adduced any oral evidence. 
Opposite party has adduced M.W. 1 Sri Vijai K. 
T>agi. 

9. Heard and perused the records. 

10. The only short question is to be decided in this 
case is whether the claimant has commited any 
misconduct or not. Second if yes whether the 
penalty imposed upon him falls under minor 
punishment. 

11. It is an admitted fact that he received the LTC 
advance on 19-12-98. It is also an admitted fact 
that the memorandum which was issued to him on 
23-3-99 shows in Para 2 of statement of 
imputations that—It reveals that Sri Mithlesh 
Kumar has also mot deposited the said amount 
with finance section as is evident from minute sheet 
of finance section No. 2 dated 17-02-99, thereby he 
has misused the government money and 
contravened the instructions besides written 
undertaking. It is also a fact not disputed that 
Mithlesh Kumar has not produced any reservation 
Ticket within ten days from receipt of advance as 
per existing instructions. 

12. Now it is a fact that the claimant has not deposited 
the advance of LTC of R$. 19800 till the issuance of 
the memorandum/charge-sheet. It is alleged by the 
claimant’s authorized representative that he had 
submitted an application dated 28-1-99 before the 
authorities. I have gone through this application 
this is a photocopy and it was not been proved by 
the claimant in coming the witness box. When he 
has received the LTC advance and when he could 
not performed the journey due to non reservation 
or otherwise, it was incumbent upon him to deposit 
the LTC advance in one go or in lump sum. Even it 
was not expected from him to spent the LTC 
advance of Rs. 19800 for the treatment of his wife. 


as alleged by him. As he has alleged that there was 
a mala fide on the part of the opposite party, but 
this mala fide cannot be assumed unless the witness 
comes in the witness box and alleges the same 
contents. * 

13. Opposite party has adduced oral evidence also. 

14. Therefore, considering the facts, l do not want to 
interfere in the result drawn by the disciplinary 
authority regarding the misconduct of the claimant. 
He has drawn his verdict on the basis of record. 
Therefore, it cannot be held that the workman has 
not committed any misconduct. The first part is 
therefore, decided against the claimant. 

15. Now it has to be seen if the opposite party has 
committed any illegality or violated the rules of 
natural justice. 

16. There is no force in the contention of the claimant 
that his defence has not been considered while 
awarding punishment. Punishing authority has 
clearly mentioned all the details of the reply 
submitted by the claimant in his punishment order 
but he was not satisfied with the reply of the 
claimant. 

17. Opposite has contended that according to CCS 
Rules there are two kinds of penalties i.e. minor 
and major as defined in Part V of the Rules. It is 
alleged that withholding of increment of pay falls 
under minor penalties. It is provided that the 
following penalties may for good and sufficient 
reasons and as hereafter provided, be imposed on 
a government servant, namely— 

Minor penalties— 

1. Censure 

2 . ... 

3. 

4. Withholding of increment of pay. 

18. Thereafter major penalties are provided. 

19. The disciplinary authority has specifically and 
clearly mentioned in his order that he has personally 
inquired into all aspects of the case and feels no 
necessity of inquiry and find that the charge- 
sheeted employee is guilty of the charge formed 
against him and opines that the penalty of charge 
(Withholding of increment of pay for two years 
without cumulative effect, if awarded will meet the 
ends of justice). He has alsp mentioned that he 
has been empowered under rules 12(2) of CCS 
Rules 1965 read in with MoD letter dated 1-9-79. 

20. Therefore, considering all the facts and 
cimumstances it is found that a minor punishment 
has been imposed which also after issuing charge 
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sheet obtaining a reply and considering the same, 

I find that there is no breach of any provisions of 
rules of principle of natural justice or rule of self 
defence. As such it is held that the opposite party 
has not committed any illegality in awarding the 
punishment on the claimant. Claimant as such held 
not entitled for any relief. 

21. Reference is accordingly decided against the 
claimant and in favour of the opposite party. 

RAM PARKASH, Presiding Officer 

^^#, 31 - 31^,2011 
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New Delhi, the 31st January, 2011 

S.O. 610.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 36/ 
2009) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, Chennai now as shown in die Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of Indian Bank and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on24-1-20U. 

[No. L-12012/72/2001MR (B-II)j 
RAMESHSINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN AL-CUM- LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 18th January, 2011 

PRESENT : A.N. JANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 36/2009 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of1947), between the 
Management of Indian Bonk and their Workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri R. Kasinathan : 1st Party/Petitioner 


Vs. 

The General Manager, : 2nd Party/Respondent 
Indian Bank Head Office, 

66,Ri^ajiSalai, 

Chennai-600 001 

APPEARANCE: 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner : M/s. K. M. Ramesh, 

Advocates 

For the 2nd Party/Management : M/s. T. S, Gopalan & 

Co. Advocates 

AWARD 

The Central Government Ministry of Labour vide its 
Order No. L-12012/72/2008-IR (BJl) dated 11-02-2009 
referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is: 

“Whether the action of the management of Indian 

Bank in imposing the punishment of compulsory 

retirement with superannuation benefits on Sri R. 

Kasinathan is justified? What relief the workman is 

entitled to?” 

2. After the receipt of Industrial Dispute, this 
Tribunal has numbered it as ID 36/2009 and issued notices 
to both sid^s. Both sides entered appearance through their 
respective counsel and filed their Claim and Counter 
Statement as the case may be. 

3. The Claim Statement averments berefit of 
unnecessary details are as follows: 

The, petitioner who joined service under the 
Respondent/Bank in 1979 as Clerk/Shroff was proceeded 
against on disciplinary action by issuing Show Cause 
Notice on 2-1-2003 alleging him to have had sent a 
remittance of Rs. 11.00 lacs to fv Nagar Currency Chest 
through Sri. E. Vijay Kumar, Clcrk/ShroffatGuindy Branch. 
At the Currency Chest 3 section* <#Rs. 100 denomination 
(soiled notes) were found to cortain only 90, 86 and 89 
pieces with a total shortage of 35 pieces and the said 
sections were returned fab die Currency Chest to the 
Branch.There was found the Cash Receipt Stamp of 
Guindy Branch with date Q8-10-2002 and another 2 sections 
with dated September, 20(s Without clearly vis&Je the exact 
date. The petitioner had pwhls signature as a Shroff on 
all those sections and the\ Officer’s signature available 
thereon do not tally with'the signature of any of the 
officials of the branch. Thpll st party is alleged to have 
accepted having put his signature and that of the Officer 
as though verifid by the Officer. On 26-ID-2002 the 
petitioner was suspended. In his explanation dated 
7-3-2002 he denied them. On 27-3-2003 Charge Sheet was 
issued. In the enquiry commenced on 21 -4-2003 Ex. MEX1 
to Ex. MEX8 were marked and MW I to MW4 were 
examined. On the petitioner’s side DW1 was examined. As 
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per the Enquiry Report dated 29-11-2003 he was imposed 
the proposed punishment of Compulsory Retirement with 
superannuation benefits under Clause-6(C) of the 
Settlement dated 10-4-2002. Appeal was dismissed on 
28-6-2006 as being meritless without a speaking order. 
Hence the ID raised and reference occasioned. The 
statement of the petitioner was obtained under duress 
and coercion under an unfair investigation, Confession of 
the petitioner was obtained after calling the petitioner on 
leave, to the Branch. Due to pressure of work in the 
Cashier’s counter shortages in the making of each sections 
would happen. Finding of Enquiry Officer are not based 
on evidence, which is perverse. Finding is on the basis of 
assumptions, presumptions surmises and conjectures. 
Appeal is disposed of without application of mind. The 
enquiry held is not in accordance with law and principles 
of natural justice. Hence the punishment of Compulsory 
Retirement is illeal and unjustified. The petitioner is to be 
reinstated into service with all benefits Invoking 
Section-11A of the ID Act. 

4. Counter Statement contentions briefly read as 

follows: 

On 17-10-2002 though petitioner was on leave he 
came to the Guindy Branch. Petitioner then disclosed the 
truth that in order to pay interest to his creditors for the 
loans incurred by him who were pressurizing him he utilized 
the bank money of RS. 3,500 to clear those debts which he 
invariably made good on the day and the next day. In fact 
he admitted removal of 36 pieces whereas actually only 35 
pieces were missing. He also wrote letter dated 17-10-2002 
voluntarily. Later on 7-3-2002 he alleged the letter to have 
been given out of compulsion, which further shows lack 
of negligence of petitioner for missing but that it was 
deliberate. He had not assailed the enquiry. The 
punishment is justified. The petitioner has received his PF 
dues and Gratuity. He has not substantiated his case of 
compulsion and coercion by evidence. Petitioner Gftnnot 
find fault with the investigation which is a unilateral act of 
the Management. The finding is not perverse; There is no 
scope for interference under Section-1 1A of the ID Act. 
Bank has lost confidence on the petitioner. The claim is to 
be dismissed. 

5. Points for consideration are: 

(i) Whether Compulsory Retirement of petitioner 
with superannuation benefits is justified? 

(ii) To what relief is the concerned workman 
entitled? 

6. The evidence consists of the oral evidence of 
W W1 and Ex. WI to Ex. W11 on the petitioners side and 
of Ex. Ml to Ex. M18 with no oral evidence on the 
Respondent side. 

Points (i) & (ii) 

7. The case of the petitioner in the box as WW1 is 
that he got fair opportunity in the enquiry which was held 
in an impartial manner. 


8 . The arguments on behalf of the petitioner 
advanced by his learned advocate Mr. K. M. Ramesh are 
in terms of his pleadings. Though enquiry was conducted 
the reliance is placed only on Ex. M5 Admission Letter 
without any independent evidence. The punishment is 
also assailed as discriminatory and arbitrary. 

9. The contra contentions advanced by Sri T. S. 
Gopalan, learned counsel for the Respondent are that the 
petitioner accepted the guilt voluntarily and is not out of 
any coercion or compulsion. His versions are inconsistent 
as an outcome of afterthought after a gap of time. There is 
no case of discriminating the petitioner for his misconduct 
punishment him and without punishing some other Officer 
who are not responsible or liable for the misconducted by 
the petitioner. Petitioner has not got examined to defend 
the charge. DW1 who has given evidence on his behalf as 
a 3rd party is not apt to disprove the charges. Compulsory 
Retirement given with superannuation benefits is with 
benevolence in nature and the same in only to be 
maintained, 

10. On consideration of the rival contentions 1 
objetively derive the satisfaction that this as a case in 
which there is nothing, either in the enquiry, the manner of 
holding it and the finding or the punishment rendering it 
unsustainable. Therefore, the punishment imposed is also 
only to be kept intact. The petitioner is therefore not entitled 
to any relief. 

11. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P. A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day thd 18th January, 2011) 

A. N, JANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Exmined: 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner : WW1, Sri R. Kasinathan 
For the 2nd Party/Management: None 
Documents Marked: 

From the Petitioner’s side 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ex.Wl 

26-10-2002 

Order of suspension serverd 
on the workman. 

Ex. W2 

16-12-2002 

Show Cause issued to the 
concerned workman. 

Ex. W3 

07-03-2003 

Reply submitted by the 
concerned workman reply to 
the Show Cause Notice. 

Ex. W4 

27-03-2003 

Charge Sheet issued to the 
concerned workman. 

Ex. W5 

31-10-2003 

Summing up of the Defence 
Representative on the enquiry 


540 Gl/11—22 
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proceedings held against the 
concerned workman 


Ex. W6 

27-12-2003 

Comments on the Enquiry 
Officer’s findings submitted by 
the employee 

Ex. W7 

10-04-2004 

Second Show Cause Notice 
served on the concerned 
workman . ;H.,. 

Ex. W8 

31-05-2004 

General Manager/Disciplireuy 
Authority’s punishment order 

Ex.W9 

144)7-2004 

Appeal preferred by the 
workman before the Appellate 
Authority 

Ex. W10 

264)6-2006 

Letter from the Chief Manager 
(HRM) intimating the decision 
of the Appellate Authority 

Ex.Wll 

094)4-2007 

Industrial Dispute raised by 
worieman under Section-2 A of 
the fD Act 1947 

From the Management Side: 

Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ex. Ml 

21-04-20$ 

25-04-2003 

25-06-20$ 

17-07-2003 

21-07-2003 

Proceedings of the enquiry 


Ex. M9 07-03-2003 Letter from Petitioner to DGN1 

and Disciplinary Authority. 

Ex. M10 09-09-2003 Letter from Ramakrishanan to 

inquiry Officer enclosing the 
Presenting Officer’s Summing 

Ex. M11 29-11-2003 Findings of the Enquriy Officer 

Ex.M12 08-12-2003 Letter to Petitioner enclosing 

findings of the Enquiry Officer 
and calling fen 1 his comments. 

Ex.M 13 20-03-2004 Letter from GM and 

Disciplinary Authority to 
Petifioi^r proposing the 
punishment and. advising the 

Petitioner to call on him for 
personal hearing on 
29-03-2004. 

Ex.*414 26-03-2004 Communicationtothe Petitioner 

i 03-04-2004 Advising him to attend the 

personal hearing on 16-4-2004. 

EX.M15 10-04-2004 Representation of the 

Petitioner to the GM and 
' Disciplinary Authority. 

Ex.M16 16-04-2004 Proceedings of personal hearing. 

Ex. Ml 7 30-06-2007 P.F. Settlement Receipt. 

Ex. MIS 30-06-2007 Gratuity Settlement Receipt. 

^f^,3i^m*,2on 


29-07-2003 ; - 

Ex M2 21-04-2003 Letter of R; Kasinathan to 
Enquiry Officer informing that 
Mr. Thomas Jeyaprabhakar will 
be appearing as his Defence 
Representative. 

Ex. M3 1740*2002. Gash Remittance! Slip; 
Ex;M4 1740*30$ 

DGM oiv cash shortage. 

EJt M6 1740-2002 LetterfromPetitionertbChief 

. Manager; 

Ex.M6 17-10-2002 Inv'estigation Report of 

Mr. Valmikinathan, Manager- 
. .. Vigilance, i; . ‘ 

Ex. M7 21-10-2002 Letter from Chief Manager, 

• ; Guindy Branch toChief Manager, 

: , Vigillance. 

Ex.M8 16-12-2002 Letter from DOM and 

DisciplinaiyAuthority Vigilance 
; .' to Petitioner. \ ; 
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S.O. 611.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award(Ref. No.520/2K5) 
of the Central Government Industrial TribunaFLabour Court- 
11, Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 


was received by the Central Government on 24-1-2011. 

‘ [No L-17012/3/2000-IR(B-II)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 


1-5-1998, which was extended for another three months 


IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL- CUM- LABOUR COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH 

Present: Sri A.K. Rastogi, Presiding Officer 
Case No. I.D. 520/2K5 


W 4 e,f. 1-8-1998. In the meantime P & I.R. Department of 
Regional Office, Chandigarh obtained the orders of 
competent authority for appointment of two temporary 
sweepers and the appointment to the said posts was to be 
made in accordance with rules of the Corporation and the 
workman was farther given the contract for the job till the 

mi?.. r. % * „ ' _ 


Registered on 22-08-2005 


Sh. Ramesh S/o Sh. Mittan Lai, House No. 1553, Dadu 
Majra Colony, Chandigarh 

!... Applicant 

Versus 

LIC oflndia The Senior Divisional Manager, LIC of India, 
Jeevan Prakash Building, Sector 17-B, Chandigarh. 

....Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

For the workman Sh. M R. Dhiman, AR of Woikman 
For the Management Sh. P.K. Longia, Advocate 
AWARD 

Passed on 11-01-2011 

Central Government vide Notification No. L-17012/ 
3/2000-IR(B-II) Dated 22-6-2000, by exercising its powers 
under Section 10 sub-section (I) Clause (d)and sub-Section 
2(A) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter 
referred to as Act) has referred the following Industrial 
dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal 

“Whether the action of the Senior Divisional 
Manager (O.S.) Life Insurance Corporation oflndia, 
Sector 17-B, Chandigarh in terminating the services 
of Sh. Ramesh S/o Sh. Mittan Lai w.e.f. 7-1-1999 is 
just and legal? If not, what relief is the workman 
entitled?” 

The workman has raised an Industrial dispute stating 
that he had joined the respondent as Sweeper on daily 
wages basis on 26-4-1996 and his services were terminated 
on 07-1-1999 by oral order without any notice and payment 
of retrenchment compensation. Prior to his termination for 
about three months he was being paid the fixed wages of 
Rs. 1500 per month. While terminating the services the 
juniors were retained. The termination is an unfair labour 
practice and is violative of provisions of the Act. He has 
prayed for his reinstatement with fall back wages. 

The claim was contested by the management/ 
respondent. It was stated in the written statement that there 
was no relationship of employer and employee between 
the respondent and the workman. The clamant was never 
in continuous service of Corporation. He worked of and on 
for a few days in 1996 and 1997 and subsequently he was 
given a contract of cleaning and washing on a lump sum of 
Rs. 2300 per month for a period of three months w.e.f. 


• ■ f! , ■ ■ 7 ;-- j -' o 

of persons selected for the post in accordance with rules. 
The termination of contract of workman does not amount 
to retrenchment. It was dented that the worlonan entered 
into employment of respondent on 26-4-1996 as Sweeper 
on daily wages and the termination of contract of the 
workman amounts-to unfair labour practice and is in 
violation of Section 25G of die Act and that workman worked 
for more than 240 days and he is entitled to the benefits of 
the Act. According to the respondent after appointment to 
the newly sanctioned posts in accordance with the rules 
no person was employed on contract for sweeping and 
washing. 

Workman filed rejoinder to say that he had been 
employed by the respondent and there was a relationship of 
master and servant. It was further alleged that there was no 
contract and he is not a contractor. He had been employed 
against the sanctioned post as the washing and cleaning is 
a job of permanent nature and is to be performed daily. 

Following issues arise for consideration in the 
present matter:— 

1. Whether the workman was an employee of the 
respondent&nanagement and his services were 
terminated by the respondent management? 

2. Whether the workman was a contractual labour and 
his contract terminated on the expiry of period for 
which the 'contract had been granted? 

3. Whefaer the services of the workman were terminated 
in violation of the provisions of the Act and the 
respondent/management retained persons junior to 
workman while terminating the services of the 

7: T;7’ ? Workman? ‘ •• 

vTf&l • ibSvhat rel ief the workman ;is entitled? 

... tri evidence the workman fifed his affidavit and 
relied on certain pafjers, while on behalf of management, 
thq affidavitof.5waran|it Kaur, AAO, LIC, Divisional 
Q^fic^^ecfar 1 0iandiga^ was fited. On the application 

of the wor kmaBtheres^ndent filed certain office orders 
and. paymentvouchers. Attendance Register was not 
produced as it was said on behalf of management that it is 
not maintained of Contractual sweepers. 

I have heard the AR ofthe workman and the learned 
counsel for the man^ement and have perused the material 
oh record. My on ymipus issues areas follows:— 
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Issue No. 1 & 2. 

As both issues are inter-linked, hence they are being 
taken up together. 

It is settled position of law that the person who sets 
the plea of existence of relationship of employer and 
employee, the burden would be upon him. The concept of 
employment involves three ingredients; (1) Principal 
employer (2) Employee (3) Contract of employment. The 
employer is one who employs i.e. who engages services of 
other persons. An employee is one who works for another 
for hire or reward. The employment is a contract of service 
between the employer and the employee and there is a 
difference between and ‘contract of service’ and ‘contract 
for service.’ In order to establish the employer and 
employee relationship, the workman has to prove that there 
was a contract of service between him and the employer. 

The question arises as to how the relationship of 
employee and employer is to be determined. The Hon’ble 
Supreme Court in workman of Nilgiri Co-operative 
Marketing Society Ltd. Vs State of Tamil Nadu 2004-11LLJ 
253 observed that “No single test-be it control test, 
Organization test or any other test was determinative test 
for determining the jural relationship of employer and 
employee”. The Hon’ble court held that the Court is required 
to consider several factors which would have a bearing on 
the results (a) Who is appointing authority? (b) Who is 
Pay Master? (c) Who can dismiss? (d) How long alternative 
service last? (e) The extent of control and provison (f) The 
nature of job i.e. whether it is professional or skilled work? 
(g) Nature of establishment (h) The right to reject. 

In the perspective of the above stated legal position, 
the evidence of the parties is to be scruitinized for the 
determination of the issues involved. The workman in his 
cross-examination has admitted that he had not been given 
any appointment letter and he has no record to show that 
he was engaged on monthly basis. He has filed certain 
papers marked as ‘A’ cumulatively. Paper No. 1 to 15 are 
the payment vouchers, in favour of the workman.Out of 
these papers No. 1, 13 & 14 has a mention that the amount 
paid through them was regarding the wages on contractual 
basis. According to the AR of the workman the other papers 
filed by him shows that the workman had worked for the 
management. 

As it was submitted by the learned counsel for the 
management it is not disputed that the workman had worked 
for the management but the documents relied on by him do 
not prove that he was an employee of the management. 
Rather the payment vouchers mentioned above supports 
the plea of the management that the workman was a 
contractual labour. 

From the documents filed by the management on the 
request of the workman, the plea of the management is also 
established. The Office Order dated 15-06-1997 paper No. 
74 and the details of payments made to the workman Paper 


No. 76-78 go to show that the workman had worked on 
contract basis. Papers Ex. MW-1/37 and MW-1/38 are the 
office notes in which sanction has been sought for engaging 
the workman on contract basis w.e.f. 01-05-1998, and then 
from 1-08-1998 for three months. In Paper No. MW-1/43 the 
permission has been sought for allowing the workman for 
carrying out the work of sweeper on contractual basis till 
the temporary sweeper is appointment. These Office notes 
contain the approval of the concerned authority also. 

The voluminous evidence produced by the 
management/respondent and also the evidence of the 
workman himself goes to show that the workman was a 
contractual labour. There is no evidence to show that the 
Corporation had employed the workman and there was a 
contract of service between the respondent and the 
workman. Rather the evidence of the parties shows that 
there was a contract for service for the washing and 
cleaning job, which terminated on the appointment of 
persons to the sanctioned posts of temporary sweepers. It 
is a matter of terminationT>f service with the termination of 
contract and the termination of the contract does not 
amount to retrenchment within the meaning of Section 2(oo) 
Clause (bb) of the Act. Issue No. 1 is decided against the 
workman and issue No. 2 is decided in favour of the 
management, accordingly. 

Issue No. 3. 

As it has been held above there was no contract of 
service between the workman and the respondent and there 
was only a contract of service between the two, therefore, 
no violation of the provisions of the Act in the termination 
of the service of the workman is involved. The workman 
was not a retrenchee. Therefore, he is not entitled to the 
benefit of Section 25G of the Act also. It is also important 
that the management has denied the violation of Section 
25G of the Act and has stated that after appointment to the 
newly sanctioned posts in accordance with the rules, no 
person was employed on contract for sweeping and 
washing. Issue No. 3 is, therefore, decided against the 
workman. 

Issue No. 4. 

From the findings recorded above, it is clear that the 
workman is not entitled to any relief. The action of the 
Senior Divisional Manager (O.S.) Life Insurance Corporation 
of India, Sector 17-B, Chandigarh in terminating the 
services of the workman is just and legal. The reference is 
answered against the workman. Let two copies of award 
after due compliance be sent to the Central Government for 
further necessary action. 

ASHOK KUMAR, RASTOGI, Presiding Officer 

3raR*ft, 2011 
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New Delhi, the 31 st January, 2011 

S.O. 612.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.04/2009) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, 
Lucknow now as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Bank of India and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 24-01-2011. 

[No. L-12012/67/2008-IR (B-II)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL- CUM- LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW 

Present: Dr. Manju Nigam, Presiding Officer 

I.D. No. 04/2009 

Ref. No. L-12012/67/2008-1R(B-I I) dated 11-02-2009 
BETWEEN 

Shir Saroj Kumar Shukla S/o Late Sh. Suray Narayan Shukla 
Nai Basti, SarojiniNagar, Lucknow 

AND 

The Zonal Manager Bank of India Zonal Officer 
Star House, Vivek Khand, Gomti Nagar, Lucknow 
AWARD 

27-12-2010 

1. By order No. L-12012/67/2008-IR(B-II) dated: 11- 
02-2009 the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi in exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (I) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) referred this 
industrial dispute between Shri Saroj Kumar Shukla S/o 
Late Sh. Suray Narayan Shukla, Nai Basti, Saroj ini Nagar, 
Lucknow and the Zonal Manager, Bank of India, Zonal 
Officer, Star House, Vivek Khand, Gomti Nagar, Lucknow 
for adjudication. 

2. The reference under adjudication is : 

“Whether the action of the management of Bank of 
India, Lucknow in disengaging Shri Saroj Kumar 
Shukla from the work of waterman w.e.f. 01 -7-2007 is 
legal and justified. To what relief the concerned 
workman is entitled?” 


3. The case of the workman, Saroj Kumar Shukla, in 
brief, is that he was engaged by the Extension Counter, 
Sarojini Nagar Branch, Lucknow @ Rs. 10 per month as 
waterman. Subsequently, all works of class IV was being 
taken from him w.e.f. 1989 and later he was stopped from 
working w.e.f. 01 -07-2007 by the then bank manager,without 
any reason or written order. Accordingly, the workman has 
prayed that his removal from services be declared illegal 
and he be reinstated w.e.f. 1989 since he got major, with 
back wages and continuity in service. 

4. The management of the Central Bank of India has 
disputed the claim of the workman by filing its written 
statement wherein it has submitted that the workman was 
never engaged by the bank, therefore, the question of his 
dismissal on 04-11 -2007 does not arise. Further, it has been 
submitted by the management that there is well prescribed 
procedure for recruiting Class-I V employees in the Banks 
which includes calling names from Employment Exchange, 
followed by test/interview selection etc. and the workman 
was not recruited by following any of the these procedures. 
Accordingly, the management of the Bank has prayed that the 
claim ofthe workman may be rejected without any reliefto him. 

5. After filing of written statement the workman was 
given opportunity to file its rejoinder. When the workman 
did not put up his appearance nor filed rejoinder for long, a 
registered was issued to the workman on 16-12-2009 to file 
rejoinder by 12-01-2010, which was received back 
‘undelivered’ with endorsement that “dariyaaft kame se 
chala ki praaptkartaa ki mritu ho chiiki hai,atah, vaapas,” 

The authorized representative filed an application 
dated 26-06-2009, paper No. W-9, enclosing death certificate 
ofthe workman; requested to proceed in accordacne with 
the Rules since the workman died on 25-05-2009. 

6. The authorized representaitve of the Bank has 
argued that a dispute does not necessarily cease to be an 
industrial dispute upon the death of the workman 
concerned and has relied upon 1968 Lab. l.C. 515 B.W. 
Journalists’ Union v. H.K. Chaudhuri and placed reliance 
on 1979 Lab. I.C. NOC 14 M/s Gwalior Rayons, Mavoor vs. 
Labour Court, Kozhikode & others wherein the Hon’ble 
Kerala High Court has observed that there is no reason 
why the Labour Court should cease to exercise jurisdiction 
in considering the question whether the termination of the 
services of certain employees was justified or not merely 
because they died during the course of the proceeding. 
Beside, Section 10 ofthe Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 lays 
down that no proceeding pending before a Labour Court, 
Tribunal or National Tribunal in relation to an industrial 
dispute shall lapse merely by reason of the death of any of 
the parties to the dispute being a workman, and such 
Labour Court,Tribunal or National Tribunal shall complete 
such proceedings and submits its award to the appropriate 
Government. 
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Accordingly, in view of the above legal preposition 
this Tribunal proceeds further to adjudicate the present 
reference, even after demise of the workman during 
pendency of the case and non-substitution in his place. 

7. On the date fixed i.e. 12-01-2010 since the workman 
had died and no substitution application has been filed by 
the heirs of the workman even after he service of notice, 
and also that no representative of the workman was present, 
therefore, 16-03-2010 was fixed for evidence of the opposite 
party. 

8 . The management filed affidavit of its witness Shri 
B. Vishwanath, Regional Manager on 20-04-2010, in support 
of their case. Since there was no one on behalf of the 
workman to cross-examine the management’s witness; 
accordingly opportunity io cross-examine the management’s 
witness was closed on 23-08-10 and 29-09-2010 was fixed 
for further proceeding.'The parties remained absent on 
29-09-2010 and on 25-11-2010. Accordingly, 22-12-2010 
was fixed for arguments. 

9. On 22-12-2010 also none appeared on behalf of the 
workman, his representative too remained absent. The 
authorized representative of the management put up its 
oral argument and the case was reserved for award. 

10. Heard, the representative of the opposite party 
and scanned entire evidence on record. 

11. It was the case of the workman that he worked as 
waterman and since Ik became major, in 1989, all works of 
class IV was being taken from him till 01 -07-2007 when he 
was stopped from working by the then bank manager. 

12. Per contra, the management of the Bank has 
denied of engagement of the workman at any point of time 
in any capacity. Apart} from this it has submitted that 
appointment of die workman was not in accordance with 
the recruitment procedure, specified for the class IV 
employee. 

13. It is well settled that if a party challenges the 
legality of an order, the burden lies upon him to prove 
illegality of the action of the management and if no evidence 
is produced the party invoking jurisdiction of the Court 
must fail. In the instant case the burden was on the workman 
to prove that the action! of the management of Bank of 
India in disengaging the workman was illegal and 
unjustified. Apart from filing statement of claim the 
workman did not file any rejoinder or adduce any oral 
evidence in support of [lis case nor he has turned up to 
cross-examine the management’s witness or to forward his 
arguments neither oral nor written. Thus, the workman has 
failed to discharge the burned that lay upon him and has 
failed to prove that the action of the management of the 
Bank in disengaging him w.e.f. 01-07-2007 was illegal and 
unjustified. 

14. On the other hand the management by way of its 
oral evidence on oath, has well proved that the workman 
was never engaged by the Bank at any point of time. 


Further, it has been stated by the management witness that 
there are prescribed procedure for recruiting the sub-staff 
in the Bank and the workman never gone through said 
procedure and any appointment by other mode shall 
amount to back door entry, which is not tenable. The 
services of the workman might have been availed by the 
Bank in exigencies, on daily wages, as and when required 
and wages/payments were made to him as per work by the 
Bank. 

15. Thus, in view of the above discussions, the 
workman has failed to establish that he was engaged as 
waterman by the Bank management and he worked as such 
till 1-7-2007; and that his services were terminated by the 
management in violation of the Section 25 F pf the I. D. 
Act; whereas the management haS been able to prove that 
the workman has never been engaged by the Bank at any 
point of time in any capacity nor he had gone through the 
prescribed recruitment procedure. 

16. In 2006 (109) FLR 826 Secretary, State of 
Karnataka & others vs. Uma Devi & others Hon’ble Apex 
Court has laid down that Constitution does not contemplate 
any employment outside Constitutional Scheme and 
without following requirements laid down therein. But the 
States and Union have a right to employee persons on 
posts which are temporary, on daily wages, as additional 
hands, by taking them in without following die required 
procedure. Nothing in Constitution prohibits such engaging 
of persons temporary or pn daily wages to meet the needs 
of situation. But such temporary employment cannot be 
resorted to defeat the very basic Constitutional Scheme of 
public employment. Further, it has been observed that when 
relevant rules have been made under Article 309, 
government can make appointments only in accordance 
with rules. 

17. Thus, in view of die discussions and above legal 
preposition the workman, whose was not appointed 
following prescribed Rules, cannot claim for reinstatement; 
and accordingly, I come to the conclusion that the action 
of the management of Bank of India, in disengaging the 
services of the workman was neither illegal nor unjustified. 
Hence, the workman is not entitled to any relief. 

18. The reference under adjudication is answered 
accordingly. 

19. Award as above. 

Lucknow 

27-12-2011 Dr. MAN JU NIG AM, Presiding Officer 

^fi^,31’3FR!ffi,2011 
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New Delhi, the 31 st January, 2011 

S.O. 613.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 25/2008) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, 
Chennai now as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the management 
of Chennai Port Trust and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 24-01-2011. 

[No. L-33012/l/2008-IR(B-II)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- CUM- LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 


Monday, the 17th January, 2011 
PRESENT: A N. JANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 25/2008 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of Chennai Port Trust and their Workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri M. Amanullah : 1 st Party/Petitioner 

Vs. 

The Chairman, 2nd Party/Respondent 

Chennai Port Trust, 

Rajaji Salai, 

Chennai-600 001 

APPEARANCE: 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner : Sri A. G M. Bhaimia, 

Advocate 


For the 2nd Party/Management 


M/s. M. R. 

Dharanichandar, 

Advocates 


AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide its 
Order No. L-3 3012/1/2008-IR(B-II) dated 15-05-2008 referred 
the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is : 

“Whether the demand of Sri M. Amanullah for 
terminal benefits like pension, gratuity, from the 
management of Chennai Port Trust is just and right? 
If not, to what relief is the workman entitled to?” 


2. After the receipt of Industrial Dispute, this Tribunal 
has numbered it as ID 25/2008 and issued notices to both 
sides. Both sides entered appearance through their 
respective counsel and filed their Claim and Counter 
Statement as the case may by. ! 

3. The Claim Statement averments bereft of 
unnecessary details are as follows : 

The petitioner employed as Assistant Shed Master 
under the Respondent w.e.f. 08-08-1966 with unblemished 
service of 19 years was terminated from service by ex-parte 
order dated 20-04-1983. Appeal preferred by his wife in 
consideration of his mental health on 03-05-1983 within time, 
but kept pending for more than 19 years without any decision, 
was rejected without hearing. Petitkmer submitted petition 
to the Secretary to the Govemmeat of India, Ministry of 
Shipping and Transport. In WPNo. 34736/2005 filed before 
the High Court of Madras it was directed by order dated 
29,-04-2005 that ID be raised befor^ the Industrial Tribunal. 
ID was raised. Conciliation failejd and the reference is 
thereafter occasioned. In terms of ^ection-4 of the Gratuity 
Act, petitioner is entitled to the termijial benefits and Gratuity. 
His wife as a member of the family as per the Act is competent 
to prefer appeal. The amount was neither settled within one 
month nor deposited with controlling authority in 
accordance with the procedure established by law. 
Management committed latches. Hence die claim. 

4. The Counter Statement contentions briefly read 
as follows: 

The petitioner was discharged from service during 
1982 and after 25 years dispute was raised. Hence it is to be 
dismissed on the ground of lateches. Dispute is not 
maintainable for want of challenge of his discharge from 
service for misconduct, thus with no dispute involved in 
the eye of law. Petitioner had unauthorizedly absented from 
09-08-1980 for 88 days from 12-11-1980 to 24-11-1980. 
Charges framed against him were established but was 
leniently dealt with by a severe warning. But he did not 
imporve. Again disciplinary actidn was initiated for his 
chronic unauthorized absence from duty from 01-01-1981 
to 21-01-1981, 03-02-1981, 07-02-1981 to 15-02-1981, 
19-02-1981, 21-024981,23-02-1981 jto25-02-1981,01-Q3-1981 
to03-03-1981,07-03-1981 to 16-03-1981 and thereafter from 
19-3-1981 onwards he had not at all tumd up for duty 
without prior sanction rendering hftjiself liable for discharge 
under Clause-42.B (ii) read with 10(b) of the Standing Orders 
for the Port of Madras. He had not submitted any Medical 
Certificate. Charges framed against him were proved in the 
departmental enquiry. Subsequently he was discharged 
from service w.e.f. 19-03-1981 by an Office Memo dated 
24-08-1981. Underorder dated 28-08-1982 of the Appellate 
Authority viz. Central Government in appeal he was 
permitted to join duty and he resumed duty on 10-09-1982. 
The petitioner continued to be on Sequent leave and made 
request therefor, last of which dated 22-09-1982 was rejected 
but he did not resume duty. He was issued Show Cause 
Notice on 30-10-1982 for unathorized absence. Disciplinary 
action was initiated as per Memo dated 25-11-1982 under 
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Clause-42-B(II) read with 10(e) of Standing Orders. On 
30-11-1982 by letter dated 15-11-1982 he requested for 
3 months leave due to his wife’s alleged psychosis. He did 
not attend the enquiry or personal hearings. He was 
discharged from service w.e.f. 19-09-1982 as per order dated 
20-04-1983. His belated appeal submitted on 2-04-1991 after 
gap of 8 years and not on alleged 3-05-1983 was dismissed 
being meritless. His representation dated 15-03-2002 for 
reinstatement to die Chairman was informed dismissed on 
5-06-2002. The 1 st party is toe proper person to file appeal 
and not his wife who is allegedly suffering from psychosis. 
He had not completed unblemished service of 16 years and 
was not eligible for terminal benefits and pension but was 
informed deserving for grant of compassionate allowances. 
There are no extenuating circumstances to take a lenient 
view after a gap of more than 25 years. Only terminal benefits 
admissible to discharged employee are payable to him and 
not for pension/compassionate allowance. The claim is to 
be dismissed. 

5. Points for consideration are: 

(i) Whether the claim for terminal benefits like 
Pension, Gratuity, etc. to the petitioner is just 
and right? 

(ii) To what relief, the concerned workman is 
entitled? 

6. No evidence was adduced on the petitioner’s side. 
On the Respondent’s side MW 1 was examined and Ex. Ml 
to Ex. M29 marked. 

Points (i) & (ii) 

7. On the petitioner’s side written arguments-were 
filed without any oral arguments. From the Respondent’s 
side arguments were addressed and written arguments were 
also filed. No documents were sought to be admitted in 
evidence on the side of the petitioner. MW1 was not cross- 
examined on behalf of petitioner. Perused the records and 
the written arguments. The main arguments on behalf of 
the petitioner, by way of written submissions, are that the 
petitioner was discharged from service without any proper 
reason by an ex-parte order on 20-04-1983 but for which he 
would have retired only on 30-11-1997. He was denied 
pension, gratuity and terminal benefits. On Writ No. 14736/ 
2005 before die High Court it was directed on 28-04-2005 to 
approach the appropriate industrial forum. It was 
petitioner’s wife who preferred an appeal against the 
discharge filed within time but the Management kept it for 
9 years alleging latches. The Management did not deposit 
his terminal benefits and gratuity with the Controlling 
Authority. The Claim is not barred by limitation or latches. 
The Management has admitted at the conciliation that no 
amount was paid to the petitioner. Gratuity is not in the 
realm of charity but is a statutory right. 

8. Contra arguments on behalf of the Respondent 
are that the discharge was after an enquiry for un¬ 
authorized absenteeism from duty by the petitioner. The 
dispute is raised only after 25 years with no explanation for 
delay and latches. ID is only to be dismissed. Petitioner 


has not turned up for enquiry before the forum to give oral 
evidence or to give documentary evidence though some 
documents have been filed. The petitioner being a Shed 
Master is really in a Managerial Cadre and is not a workman. 
Petitioner was issued Show Cause Notice on 30-10-1982 
for unauthorized absence and disciplinary action was 
initiated against him under Clause-42(BXii) read with 10(e) 
of the Standing Orders of Port of Madras. But he continued 
to request for leave from time to time alleging domestic 
affairs as well as his wife suffering from psychosis in spite 
of he having been directed to attend the enquiry. On his 
failure to attend the enquiry was held ex-parte. He had 
been given ample opportunity. He has not submitted any 
Medical Certificate or furnished any explanations. The 
appeal filed was after a gap of 8 years which was dismissed 
being devoid of merits. As per the regulations the petitioner 
is the proper person to file appeal. For want of challenge of 
the termination order dated 10-09-1982 discharging him from 
service the dispute herein is not maintainable.Petitioner 
also did not offer explanation or personal hearing against 
Show Cause Notice against discharge. The discharge is 
for proved misconduct which is second in the ordinal 
numeral of the same kind. 

9. Here is a workman, an Assistant Shed Master under 
the Respondent Port Trust who was discharged by the 
Management for habitual absenteeism after holding an 
enquiry which is assailed by the petitioner as being ex- 
parte one. According to petitioner as per Section-4 of the 
Gratuity Act, he is entitled to terminal benefits and grauity, 
which the controlling authority is under a duty to settle 
within one month and keep in deposit, which was not done, 
Respondent’s contention is that there is no challenge 
against the discharge and what is demanded is terminal 
benefits like pension, gratuity, etc. from the Management, 
which according to it cannot be given following a 
punishment of discharge from service. The petitioner un- 
authorizedly absented from 9-08-1980 for 88 days and from 
12-11-1980 to 24-11-1980 in the wake ofwhich after enquiry 
on framed charges he was imposed a lenient punishment. 
Even thereafter he did not improve and his habitual 
absenteeism stretched further from 1-01-1981 to31-01rl98i*> 
3-02-1981,7-02-1981 to 15-02-1981,19-02-1981,21-02-1981, 
23-02-1981 to 25-02-1981, 1-03-1981 to 3-03-1981, 
7-03-1981 to 16-03-1981 and thereafter from 19-03-1981 
onwards endlessly without turning up for duty. All these 
had been without prior sanction from the Management 
rendering himself liable for discharge under Section-42B(ii) 
read with Section-10(e) of the Standing Orders of the 
PortTrust of Madras. For any reasons of sickness, he has 
not submitted Medical Certificates. Accordingly charging 
him enquiry was held where after he was discharged from 
service w.e.f. 19-03-1981 as per Memo dated 24-08-1981. 
The petitioner challenged this before the Ministry of 
Shipping and Transport and he was permitted to join duty 
and he did resume duty on 10-09-1982. Thereafter also he 
continued to be on frequent leave, of course with request 
therefor, last ofwhich dated 22-09-1982 was rejected. Still 
he did not resume duty. Therefore, he was issued Show 
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Cause Notice on 30-10-1981 for unauthorized absence. 
Disciplinary action was launched. By letter dated 
15-11-1982 on 30-11-1982 he requested for 3 months leave 
due to his wife’s alleged psychosis. He did not attend for 
personal hearing. He was discharged again from service 
w.e. f. 19-09-1982 as per order dated 20-04-1983. He filed 
belated appeal only on 2-04-1991 after a gap of 8 years 
which according to the petitioner was filed on 3-05-1983. 
Appeal was dismissed. Further his representation dated 
15-03-2002 for reinstatement to the Chairman was dismissed 
on 5-06-2002. It is for him to appeal and not by his wife 
who is allegedly suffering from psychosis also. He had not 
completed unblemished service of 16 years and was not 
eligible for terminal benefits but was entitled to 
compassionate allowances. There are no extenuating 
circumstances to take a lenient view after a gap of 25 years. 
Only terminal benefits admissible to discharged employees 
are payable to him and not for pension/compassionate 
allowances, the contention is emphasized. 

10. The contention that the claim is barred by 
limitation and latches cannot be upheld for the reason 
that ever since his discharges, twice in number he has 
been agitating before the various authorities for 
appropriate reliefs. He even approached the Hon’ble High 
Court of Madras as per the direction of which he 
approached this forum. It was as per the Government 
order permitting him to join duty though to a reverted 
post that he actually resumed duty where after also, 
petitioner has not been able to attend to his duties. He 
has been applying for leave continuously or intermittently 
keeping himself absent from the office without prior 
sanction, which is nothing short of habitual absenteeism. 
There is no case for the Management that he has not 
been applying for leave but they have a case that he has 
not produced any Medical Certificate to show that he or 
his wife has been suffering from any serious illness of 
such a nature as to detain him from attending duty and 
also from submitted any explanation to the various Show 
Cause Notices issued to him calling upon him to submit 
explanation, attend for personal hearing, etc. before he is 
sought to be imposed with the proposed punishment afW 
the culmination of the enquiry. The case of the petitioner 
is that he was discharged from service ex-parte whereby 
meaning that the enquiry was held ex-parte. The reason 
for the enquiry being ex-parte cannot be attributed against 
the Management for the reason that he has been endlessly 
at default neither giving explanation to the various notices, 
nor by participating in the enquiry or in attending the 
personal hearing. As regards the petitioner, the situation 
being as above the Management could never be found 
fault with for proceeding to impose upon him the 
appropriate punishment after holding ex-parte enquiry, 
which it really did. When the Management lost confidence 
on the petitioner the Management is left with no other go 
than to suitably deal with him by way of imposing 
punishment so as to correct him and make him worthy to 
continue to serve the cause of the Management or if it is 
the only satisfaction of the Management, objectively 


derived, that he cannot be found to be of service to it if 
continued to be employed thereby losing confidence in 
him, the only course left with it is to send him out of 
service. Such a course could be resorted to by the 
Management by various methods of punishment like 
dismissal, discharge, removal, compulsory retirement, etc. 
Here the mode of punishment chosen by the Management 
was discharge from service under which according to it 
the petitioner is not entitled to pension or compassionate 
allowance but what he is entitled to receive are only 
terminal benefits admissible to discharged employees. 
Then it is pertinent to ask what are the enumerated terminal 
benefits admissible to discharged employees. In the 
Counter Statement the same is not made mention of in 
unambiguous terms. Discernibly it is admitted that 
petitioner is entitled to some benefits by way of terminal 
benefits as a discharged employee but is not eligible for 
pension/compassionate allowance. The claim of the 
petitioner in the Claim Statement is for terminal benefits 
and gratuity. From the very admission of the Management 
as well it could be found that the said liabilities are not • 
executed ones but are executory ones, they having not 
been paid already. The Management has no specific case 
that petitioner is not entitled to gratuity. It is not made 
known in vivid terms as to what are the v«rious items 
falling under the caption “Terminal Benefits.” 

11. Inconsistent or contradictory contentions appear 
to have been advanced on behalf of the Management that 
the petitioner is not entitled to gratuity or pension but is 
entitled to only compassionate allowance. It is also not 
made clear what items of payment come under the caption 
“Compassionate Allowances”. The argument on behalf of 
the petitioner is that he is entitled to gratuity, pension,etc. 
also on humanitarian and compassionate grounds. 

12. The claim as set forth in the Claim Statement is 
not vivid enough to comprehend under what all heads the 
petitioner seeks to realize terminal benefits. In the same 
cloudy way the claim is mdt in defence by the Management 
by not clearly making it known as to exactly what are the 
benefits to which the petitioner is eligible and to what he is 
not eligible. An element of obscurity is allowed to perch 
on the entire realm. 

13. In this context it is relevant to consider whether 
the petitioner is entitled to the terminal benefits such as 
pension, gratuity, etc. As per the discharge it is made to 
appear that the petitioner is not entitled to pension or 
gratuity but only to such terminal benefits admissible to 
discharged employees which is the case of the 
Management, but the same is shrouded in mystery as to 
what they are exactly. 

14. True, the challenge is against non-payment of 
terminal benefits like pension, gratuity, etc. and therefore 
the demand is for the same and the negatfon of which is 
whether "just and right. Here actually the case of the 
petitioner is that he has been denied terminal benefits, 
gratuity, etc. If on discharge such benefits cannot be 
extended to him he could not have raised such a demand 
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as a lawful claim to be recovered from the Management for 
which raising an Industrial Dispute he got it referred for 
adjudication. 

15. In this context it is germane to consider whether 
the petitioner is entitled to terminal benefits such as 
pension, gratuity, etc. It is settled position that an 
adjudication is to be rendered on the real controversy 
involved between the parties, as well that could be gathered 
from the pleadings or reference and it is not to be 
circumscribed by the terminology as found in the reference 
which may at times be cry ptic and vice-versa. When from 
the couching terminology in the reference the dispute 
discemibly is regarding the claim for pension, gratuity, etc. 
by way of terminal benefits, the Claim Statement of the 
petitioner while referring to terminal benefits inclusive of 
gratuity does not make mention of “pension” at all. From 
both the reference and the respective contentions on either 
side what is spelt out is that the claim of the petitioner is for 
pension, gratuity, etc.by way of terminal benefits. 
Therefore, the question that falls for consideration is to be 
understood:— as whether the petitioner is entitled to the 
terminal benefits such as pension, gratuity,etc. and that 
the real controversy centres around the same issue. 

16. The petitioner challenges the discharge as being 
by an ex-parte order in nature. This challenge cannot be. 
sustained. The Management -has had given notices to the 
petitioner but he is at fault for not participating in the enquiry. 
He was discharged for habitual absenteeism, a major 
misconduct. This the Management did as inevitable course 
since the petitioner could not be relied upon by them by 
reason of his habitual absenteeism due to which he has 
faulted himself to attend to duty as Assistant Shed Master. 
Though it is orally contended that he being a Shed Master, 
this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain the dispute 
cannot be sustained for the reason that said contention is 
merely a surplusage without any factual foundation in the 
pleadings or quotation of any relevant provision under any 
statute. The nature of the employment of a Shed Master is 
not so consipicuous or notorious a matter which could be 
known by anybody merely on hearing or knowing about it. 
So law could also only be oblivious to what is not obvious 
to anybody or others. The said argument cannot be 
countenanced without any point in elucidation. On his 
footing as a reverted Assistant Shed Master the ID is raised 
and not in the capacity of a Shed Master even. 

17. Here is an employee who has been agitating 
continually against his discharges, two in number. Though 
he was inert in the matter of participation in the enquiry 
and in the response to various notices calling for 
explanation, requiring personal hearing etc. and in giving 
explanations and personal hearings before a proposed 
action was to be taken against him realy he has been 
discemibly very agile in seeking remedies after the 
proposed actions of punishment were ordered. That is to 
say, he has been challenging the punishment of discharge 
tooth and nail alleging the same to be ex-parte. The reason 
for the order being ex-parte is attributable to the petitioner 


alone. It is pertinent to ask why he had been absenting 
himself from participating in the enquiry or not 
reciprocating to the Show Cause Notices issued to him for 
giving explanations and or to attend personal hearings. A 
probable question arises as to whether he has been actually 
prevented by any genuine reason from appearing for the 
enquiry or reciprocating to the Show Cause Notices for the 
various requirements to be met by him. Even the appeal 
against the discharge is seen filed by his wife. Why he has 
not chosen to prefer the appeal by himself? Wife through 
whom he sought to file the appeal has been described by 
him as a person suffering from psychosis in a subdued 
manner as a reason for not attending to the enquiry by him. 
Had he actually been suffering from any illness or had he 
been placed in any such a disadvantageous position of 
not being able to participate in the enquiry or to give 
explanations to the Show Cause Notices, proposed 
punishments and attend the personal hearings? What 
necessitated his wife, allegedly suffering from psychosis, 
if it be true, to prefer an appeal against the discharge of the 
petitioner if he himself could have filed it. Answers to all 
these questions are pertinent but are not forthcoming. Here 
is another question why the petitioner who would have 
normally retired on superannuation w.e.f. 30-11 -1997 came 
forward in the year 2002 before the Chairman of the Port 
Trust with a request for his reinstatement into service? All 
these are materials supporting a view, if taken, to hold that 
petitioner together with his wife or either of them may not 
have been in a conducive or ideal situation to protect 
themselves during certain durations compelling one of them 
to act for the other during contingencies not unfolded for 
reasons best know to them. It is not known whether they 
were entangled in any intricate problems m lift or health so 
as to be unable to do what is usually or normally expected 
of them as ordinary pursuits in their personal or domestic 
life and the official life of the petitioner. There are indications 
as to something negative in relation to the mental health of 
petitioner as well on records. Law has to be alive to the 
social problems. The background circumstances in which 
a crime or misconduct is cofhmitted should receive the 
attention in the matter of dispensation of justice, say social 
justice. Though the non-participation of the petitioner in 
the enquiry and the inaction to the various notices led to 
the culmination of the ex-parte order of discharge of the 
petitioner, not a fault of the Management, yet it may not 
have supervened due tETthe deliberate fault of die petitioner 
himself. Why petitioner had not come forward to disclose 
the factual scenario, if any, .in relation to his personal or 
domestic life which really may. have inhibited him from 
acting in the direction in which he ought to have, we are at 
dark. If for any reasons too personal or domestic he is not 
out to or not able to divulge a matter and by reason of that 
fact he has abstained from participating in the enquiry and 
from reciprocating to the various notices and the proposed 
action he is not to be blamed. Such social realities also 
have to be borne in mind by any authority charged with 
the dispensation of justice by not acting in a peripheral, 
superficial and mechanical manner. So viewed, while the 
enquiry held ex-parte and the finding of guilty of misconduct 
for habitual absenteeism are to be kept intact, yet the 




[W\U—W*5 3(ii)] 


^RcT^TWm ; WRt26,2011/4>l^jH 7, 1932 


1895 


punishment imposed on the petitioner needs to be interfered 
with as being shockingly disproportionate to the gravity 
of the misconduct. The punishment of “discharge” being 
one capital in nature tends to put the petitioner in economic 
death and the same is too harsh upon him and his family. 
U/s 11A of the ID Act, the power of Tribunal extends to 
interfere with the punishment in appropriate cases when 
the impugned one is shockingly disproportionate to the 
gravity of the misconduct, the same which power as held 
or clarified by the Supreme Court is available for any other 
valid or good reasons too. This approach of theTribuna! 
would, in appropriate cases, be harmonizing to reconcile 
between the “ Laws in the Books” and the laws in reality. 
To quote, Anachar Sis, a learned author. “ written laws are 
like spider webs; they well catch, it is true the weak and 
pom, but would be tom in pieces by the rich and the 
powerful”. The Management could have imposed some 
punishment under which he could have received his 
terminal benefits to which he is actually entitled. Though 
petitioner has to such contentions in his Claim Statement 
and his only is tha f the order of discharge is “purely ex- 
parte”, the said term has to be read as speaking in volumes 
to comprise everything including the challenge against 
his discharge, as a capital punishment shockingly 
disproportionate to the gravity of the misconduct as 
discussed by me above. Therefore, his claim is to be read 
as one challenging his very discharge as invalid and seeking 
to be set aside without which there cannot be foundation 
for him to make his claims for terminal benefits like pension, 
gratuity, etc. 

i 8. In the light of my above discussion, I hold that 
the discharge of the petitioner is not fair and proper. The 
same is set aside. The Management is directed to disburse 
his terminal benefits as though he has retired from service 
under Compulsory Retirement. Even if the petitioner has 
had any length of period that remained to be served out as 
on 30-11-1997, an order for reinstatement could not follow, 
since it is made to appear that in the fitness of things it is 
good that he quits the service for his proved inability to 
serve the institution even if reinstated; but such quitting 
shall be based the doctrine of quid pro quo. The petitioner 
is entitled to the relief as above. 

19. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A. transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 17th January, 2011). 

A.N. JANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined: 

For the 1st Party/Petitioner : None 

For the 2nd Party/Respondent : MWl,Smt. C. 

Mahalakshmi 

Documents Marked: 

On the Petitioner’s side 
Ex.No. Date Description 

Nil 


On the Management's side 


Ex.No. 

Date 

Description 

Ex. Ml 

05-11-1971 

Service Sheet 

Ex. M2 

16-07-1981 

Memo issued by the Respondent 

Ex. M3 

24-08-1981 

Memo issued by the 
Respondent 

Ex.M4 

08-09-1981 

Letter from the petitioner to the 
Ministry of Shipping and Transport 

Ex. M5 

08-02-1982 

Settlement of Accounts 

Ex. M6 

07-04-1982 

Letter from the Traffic Manager 
to the Petitioner 

Ex. M7 

07-05-1982 

Letter from the Respondent to 
the Ministry of Shipping and 
Transport 

Ex. M8 

28-08-1982 

Government of India, Ministry 
of Shipping and Transport Order 

Ex.M9 

03-09-1982 

Letter from the petitioner to the 
Respondent 

Ex.M10 

06-09-1982 

Memo issued by the Respondent 

Ex. Mil 

22-09-1982 

Letter from the Petitioner to the 
Respondent 

Ex.M12 

29-09-1982 

Memo issued by the Respondent 

EX.M13 

30-10-1982 

Memo issued by the Respondent 

EX.M14 

15-11-1982 

Letter from the Petitioner to the 
Respondent 

Ex.M15 

25-11-1982 

Memo issued by the Respondent 

Ex. M16 

01-12-1982 

Letter from the Petitioner to the 
Respondent 

Ex. Ml 7 

07-12-1982 

Enquiry Proceedings 

Ex. Ml 8 

28-01-1983 

Enquiry Proceedings 

Ex.M19 

08-02-1983 

Enquiry Proceedings 

Ex.M20 

14-03-1983 

Enquiry Proceedings 

Ex.M21 

23-03-1983 

Enquiiy Findings 

Ex.M22 

2004-1983 

Discharge Letter 

Ex.M23 

1987 

Madras Port Trust (Pension) 
Regulations, 1987 

E\.M24 

13-06-1991 

Letter from the Respondent to 
the Petitioner 

Ex. M25 

05-06-1992 

Letter from the Respondent to 
the Petitioner 

Ex.M26 

20-11-2002 

Reply Notice from die Respondent 
Advocate to the Petitioner 
Advocate 

Ex. M27 

01-09-1993 

Letter from the Respondent to 
the Petitioner 

Ex.M28 

07-01-2005 

i 

Letter from the Respondent to 
the Petitioner 

Ex. M29 

26-04-2005 

Counter filed by the Respondent 
before the Assistant Commissioner 
of Labour (Cental)-1 
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New Delhi, the 31 st January, 2011 

S.O. 614.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 27/2009) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-1, New Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Punjab National Bank and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 24-1-2011. 

[No. L-12012/4/2009-IR (B-II)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR. R. K. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.I, 
KARKARDOOMA COURTS COMPLEX DELHI 

I. D. NO. 27/2009 

Siiri K.L.Chhabra, 

WZ-20 A, Om Vihar, Phase -I, 

Uttam Nagar, 

New Delhi 

.. .Workman 

* Versus 

The Assistant General Manager, 

Punjab National Bank. 

Zonal Office, DAC Cell, 4th Floor, 

Rajendra Bhawan, Rajendra Place, 

New Delhi 

.. .Management 

AWARD 

Riotious and disorderly behaviour shown by 
Shri K.L.Chhabra on 15-1-1995, while posted at printing 
and stationery department, Punjab National Bank (in short 
the bank) resulted in his suspension. Charge sheet was 
served on Shri Chhabra on 28-1-85 and after an enquiry 
punishment of stoppage of one annual increment was 
awarded with cumulative effect; vide order dated 22-6-85. 
On 28-10-85 while posted at Nqjafgarh, Delhi, branch of 
the bank, Shri Chhabra was again suspended. He was 


reinstated vide order dated 16-8-89 and directed to report 
at CDPC branch, Ram Tirath Nagar, Delhi.Awrit petition, 
being CWP No. 141 of 93, was filed by Shri K.L. Chhabra 
before High Court of Delhi, which petition was disposed 
of with a direction to the bank that Shri Chhabra shall be 
paid all benefits accrued to him during the period of 
suspension from 1985 to 1989. A contempt petition being 
CCP NO. 131 of 1995 was filed wherein Shri Chhabra claimed 
arrears of annual increment from 1985 onwards, besides 
officiating allowance for the posfof teller during 8-10-85 
to 6-8-89 and leave fare concession. His contempt petition 
was dismissed vide order dated 5-10-99, being devoid of 
merits. 

2. On 21st of March, 91 Shri Chhabra was 
suspended again by the bank. His suspension was 
revoked on 18-7-92, pending enquiry. On conclusion of 
the enquiry. Disciplinary Authority awarded punishment 
of stoppage of one increment with cumulative effect, vide 
order dated 4-5-95. His period of suspension was treated 
as not spent on duty. On 25-9-93 he was suspended again. 
His suspension was revoked on 4-11-94, pending enquiry. 
On conclusion of enquiry punishment of stoppage of two 
increments with cumulative effect was awarded to him vide 
order dated 28-1-95. Period of his suspension was treated 
not spent on (toy. 

3. From 4-11-94 to 25-5-95 Shri Chhabra remained 
absent from his duties in an unauthoriaed manner. He was 
deemed to have voluntarily retired from his employment 
w.e.f. 25-5-95. Shri Chhabra raised an industrial dispute, 
being I.D.No.92/06. The said dispute was adjudicated in 
his fhvour vide award (toed 25-7-2002, wherein the Tribunal 
concluded that order dated 25-5-95, declaring Shri Chhabra 
deemed to have voluntarily retired from the service of the 
bank, was illegal. He was reinstated in service with full 
back wages and arrears of pay. 

4. On 16-1-2004, while posted at Naraina Vihar 
branch of the bank, Shri Chhabra was suspended again. 
He was charge sheeted on 4-2-2006. On conduct of an 
enquiry punishment of dismissal was imposed upon him 
vide order dhfed 16-8-2007, which punishment was assailed 
by Shri Chhabra by way of raising an industrial dispute. 
The appropriate Government referred the dispute to this 
Tribunal as 10 No.26/2009, which dispute has been 
adjudicated vide award dated 27-8-2010 , wherein it was 
commanded that punishment of dismissal would be 
substituted with a punishment of discharge simpliciter, 
with release of retrial benefits to Shri Chhabra. 

5. On 7-5-2007 Shri Chhabra raised a dispute before 
the Conciliation Officer wherein he challenged his first 
suspension order dated 15-1-85, award of punishment-of 
stoppage of one increment with cumulative effect vide 
order dated 22-6-85 and second suspension order dated 
28-10-85. In claim statement he agitates that charge sheet 
was not served upon him for a considerable long period 
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and the bank reinstated him in service on 16-8*89, pending 
disciplinary enquiry, which order was not justified. A claim 
has been made by him that he was entitled to payment of 
full wages, after adjustment of subsistence allowance paid 
to him. Officiating allowance has also accrued in his 
favour. Payment of leave fare concession cannot be denied 
to him. He was also entitled to accumulation of leaves of 
various types, besides yearly increments. He presents that 
after his reinstatement, as detailed above, he was made to 
work on subsistence allowance from 18-8-89 to 30-3-91, 
which action of the bank was not justified. It has been 
detailed that his third suspension by the bank on 21-3-91 
was illegal and as such he made a representation to the 
Chief Manager, Paharganj Branch of the bank for payment 
of his subsistence allowance in accordance with rules. 
According to him subsistence allowance, paid to him was 
not in consonance with rules. He was reinstated on 
18-7-92. His annual increments were not released in his- 
favour. He unfolds that he filed a writ petition before High 
Court of Delhi, which petition was granted since the bank 
was commanded to pay him all benefits from 1985 to 1989 
In his claim statement he unfolds history of litigation 
beiw-een him and the bank and enlists various payments 
which are to be made by his employer. A prayer was made 
to the Conciliation Officer that recovery order inay be 
issued against the bank in respect of amount mentioned 
by him in para No. 73 of his claim statement. 

6. Conciliation Officer initiated conciliation 
proceedings. The Bank presented its defence, detailing 
that all dues of the claimant stood paid. Since conciliation 
proceedings failed. Conciliation Officer submitted his 
failure report before the appropriate Government. On 
consideration of the failure report, so submitted, the 
appropriate Government referred the dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication, vide order No.L-12012/4/2009- 
IR(B-)i), New Delhi dated 2-6-2009, with following terms 
of reference: 


were not credited in his leave account upto 24-5-95. 
Shri U.K.Gupta, Manager, Stationeiy Department, became 
biased and vindictive towards him, who wanted to get rid 
of him by hook or crook. He took steps to get him declared 
physically unfit to serve the bank, which failed. Shri Gupta 
illegally deducted a sum of Rs. 1242 out of his wages, for 
which LCA No.4/97 was filed before the Tribunal. 
Shri Gupta suspended him on 15-01 -85 on false and flimsy 
grounds. A charge-sheet was served upon him on 28-1-85, 
which was vague and unspecific. Enquiry was conducted, 
which was neither fair nor prqper. Punishment of stoppage 
of one increment was awarded to him. He made various 
representations against that action. Vid* letter dated 
28-6-95 he was directed to report to Najafgarh branch of 
the bank. His representations in that regard evoked no 
response. He joined Najafgarh branch on 5-7-85. The 
Branch Manager, Najafgarh branch dealt him in indifferent 
manner Though he was senior most clerk in the branch, 
yet not allowed officiating powers for the post of teller or 
special assistant on regular basis. His genuine demands 
for collection of sick leave record, payment of balance 
wages for suspension period on first occasion, 
maintenance of proper leave record and for revocation of 
penalty of stoppage of increment were not considered, by 
the bank. 

8. He went on to detail that on 24-10-85, he was 
implicated in a false case. He was arrested and detained" 
by the police in that case. Ultimately he was released by 
the police when he was not found responsible for the 
crime, alleged to have been committed. He was suspended 
again on 28-10-85, on suspicious ground. Subsequently 
he was reinstated, pending disciplinary enquiry. No charge- 
sheet was issued to him untill 25-5-95. Since no inquiry 
was initiated for fairly long period, he became entitled for 
payment of foil wages, after deduction of subsistence 


"Whether the action of the management of Punjab 
National Bank, New Delhi in not paying payment of 
the recovery of due amounts & benefits as 
mentioned in the claim application dated 7-5-2007 
and benefits of Shri K.L.Chhabra is just, fair and 
legal ? What relief the workman concerned is entitled 
to and from which date?" 1 


allowance drawn by him, during period of suspension, 
payment of special allowance, payment of officiating 
allowance and payment of leave fare concession. His 
increments for suspension peliod were not released. He 
was suspended again on 21-3-91, which suspension was 
revoked vide letter dated 18-7-92, without holding an 
enquiry. He was not granted any annual increments for 
this period also. 


7. In his claim statement Shri Chhabra narrates 
alpha to omega of his dispute. He unfolds that he joined 
services of the bank on 12-8-77 as clerk/cashier and was 
confirmed as such on 12-2-78. He was transferred to three 
different branches of the bank upto September, 1981 and 
ultimately posted in Printing & Stationery Department, 
Wazirpur, Delhi, in October, 1981. He submitted an 
application on 26-3-83 for collection of leave record from 
previous branches. Despite the fact that a letter was 
written by the Branch Manager to K. r M. Office, leaves 


9. He joined Dev Nagar branch of the bank on 
24-9-93. He realized that the bank was adopting a policy of 
victimizing him. Hence he filed a writ petition before High 
Court of Delhi. During adjudication of that writ petition 
the bank made a statement on 3-3-94, admitting various 
aspects of his claim made in the petition. High Court 
granted his petition directing the bank to grant his benefits 
accrued between 1985 to 1989, when he remained under 
suspension. Despite admission"of his claim, the bank did 
not release his foil wages and other benefits. 
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10. Detailing series of events which led to his 


victimization, the claimant pleads that the bank be directed 
to set aside orders of stoppage of his increments and 
period of his suspension be treated as spent on duty. He 
claims that the bank be commanded to permit him to avail 
all benefits accrued to him during above illegal suspension 
periods. He claims payment of an amount of Rs.2768 with 
interest @ 18% per annum w.e.f. 1-8-85 till date of actual 
payment. He also claims payment of special officiating 
allowance for the post of Teller/Head Cashier or Computer 
Operator or Special Assistant, payment of leave fare 
concession and accumulation of various types of leaves 
w.e.f. 15-1-.85 to 24-5-95. 

11 . Claim was demurred by the bank pleading that 
an individual dispute has been referred by the appropriate 
Government, which could not acquire status of an 
industrial dispute, for want of valid espousal by a 
recognized union of the establishment of the bank. The 
Tribunal cannot invoke its jurisdiction for adjudicating an 
individual dispute. It has also been pleaded that a stale 
claim has been made, which cannot be entertained. The 
bank concedes action of suspension of the claimant on 
15-1-85 and award of penalty of stoppage of one annual 
increment vide order dated 22-6-85. Shri Chhabra moved 
two LCA No.05/97 and No.47/98 before Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal No.2, Rajendra Place, New 
Delhi. In LCA No.5/97 he claimed payment of minimum 
wages w.e.f. 15-1 -85 to June, 85 which LCA was decided 
vide order dated 31-8-05. A subsequent order dated 
14-8-06 was passed in the matter by the Tribunal, detailing 
that an amount of Rs. 4969/88 with an interest @ 10% was 
to be paid the claimant. In LCA No. 47/98 he raised a claim 
for release of his incremental benefits for the period 1985 
to 1995. LCA was disposed of vide order dated 14-3-20Q7 
with direction to the bank to calculate arrears of wages of 
the claimant and pay it within a period of four months. The 
bank projects that the writ petition was filed by the claimant 
before High Court of Delhi in 1993 which was disposed of 
with a direction to pay all benefits accrued to him for the 
period 1985 to 1989. Contempt petition, filed by the 
claimant, was dismissed by High Court of Delhi, vide order 
dated 5-10-99. LCA No.55/07 was filed by thesilaimant 
before Central Government Industrial Tribunal No.2 _ 
claiming interest on certain payments from 28-10-85 to 
16-8-89, made by the bank on the directions of High Court 
of Delhi. L.C.A. was dismissed vide order dated 15-9-2005 
LCA No.46/98 was filed claiming officiating allowance for 
the period from 5-7-85 to 25-5 : 95^duchLCA was dismissed 
vide order dated 17-1-06. LCA No. 16/1999 was moved 
claiming Leave Fare Concession for the j>eriod 28-10-85 to 
16-8-89, which LCA was dismissed vide order dated 
15-3-07. 

12. The bank presents that Shri Chhabra was 
suspended third time, on 21-3-91. Suspension was revoked 
on 18-7-92 pending enquiry. On conclusion of the enquiry 


punishment of stoppage of one increment with cumulative 
effect was awarded to him vide order dated 4-5-95. On 
account of punishment Order referred above, he is not 
entitled to salary and other allowances, except subsistence 
allowance already paid to him. He was suspended again 
on 25-5-93, which suspension was revoked on 4-11-94 
pending disciplinary enquiry. Jhe enquiry was conducted 
and punishment of stoppage of two increments with 
cumulative effect was awarded to him, vide order dated 
28-2-95. Period of suspension was treated not spent on 
duty. Hence he was not entitled to any other benefits other 
than subsistence allowance already paid to him. He was 
suspended again on 25-5-93, which .suspension was 
revoked on 4-11-94 pending disciplinary enquiry. The 
enquiry was conducted and punishment of stoppage of 
two increments with cumulative effect was awarded to 
him, vide order dated 28-2-95. Period of suspension was 
treated not'spent on duty. Hence he was not entitled to 
any other benefits other than subsistence allowance 
already paid to him. A claim has been made that the cause 
projected by Shri Chhabra is liable to be dismissed, being 
devoid of merits. 

13. In view of the pleadings of the parties following 
issues were settled: 

\, Whether without espousal by the union the 
present dispute does not fall within the ambit of 
industrial dispute? 

2 Whether the workman is entitled for release of 
arrears of consequential benefits in view of his 
release of increment w.e.f. 25-5-95 ? 

3. As in terms of reference? 

4. Relief. 

14. Claimant had tendered his affidavit Ex.WW 1/A 
in support of his claim. He was cross examined at length 
on behalf of the management. Shri Ashwani Kumar Sharma 
tendered his affidavit Ex:MWl/A in support of defence of 
the bank. He was cross examined at length on behalf of 
the claimant. No other witness was examined by either of 
the parties. 

15. Arguments were heard at the bar. Shri J.N.Kapoor, 
authorised representative, advanced arguments on behalf 
of the claimant. Shri Rajat Arora, authorised representative, 
raised his submissions on behalf of the bank. Written 
submissions Were filed by the parties. I have given my 
careful considerations to the arguments advanced at the 
bar and cautiously perused the record. My findings on 
the above issues are as follows: 

Issue No. 1 

16. The bank agitates that the claimant cannot raise 
a claim without being espoused by a trade union or by 
any substantial number of workmen. Since the claimant 
had raised an individual dispute this Tribunal has no 
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jurisdiction to entertain it. To rebut the contention raised 
by the bank, the claimant project that since a dispute has 
been referred by the appropriate Government to this 
Tribunal for adjudication, this Tribunal is under an 
obligation to answer it on merits. It has been projected 
that this Tribunal cannot discard the matter on 
technicalities. However, the claimant opted to adduce no 
evidence on the issue that his dispute was espoused by a 
trade union or substantia] number of workmen. 

17. The appropriate Government, on being satisfied 
that an industrial dispute exists or is apprehended, may 
refer it to an Industrial Tribunal for adjudication, enacts 
clause (d) sub-section (I) of Section 10 of theJndustrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the Act). Therefore, the 
appropriate Government has to satisfy that an industrial 
dispute exists or apprehended between the workmen and 
their employer. Consequently, definition of the word 
"industrial dispute" is to be appreciated. Clause (k) of 
Section 2 of the Act defines the word "industrial dispute" 
in the following manner. 

"(k) industrial dispute means any dispute or 
difference between the employers and employers 
or between employers and workmen or between 
workmen and workmen, which is connected with 
the employment or non employment or the terms 
of employment or with the conditions of labour, 
of any persons". 

18. The definition of the word "industrial dispute” 
referred above can be divided into four parts viz.(i) factum 
of dispute, (ii) parties to the dispute, viz (a) employers; 
and employers (b) employers and employees or (c) 
workmen and workmen; (3) subject matter of the dispute, 
which should be connected with (i) employment or non 
employment, or (ii) terms of employment, or (iii) conditions 
of labour of any person, and (iv) it should relate to an 
"industry". 

19. The definition of the word "industrial dispute" is 
worded in wide terms and unless it is narrowed by the 
meaning given to the word "workman" it would seem to 
include all "employers", "all employments" and all 
"workmen" whatever nature of the scope of the 
employment may be. Therefore except in the case where 
there can be dispute between the employer and employers 
and workmen and workmen, one of the parties to an 
industrial dispute must be an employee or a class of 
employees. The first point, therefore, to be noted, perhaps 
seif evident, is that the phrase "employer and workman, 
the plural may include singular on either side, or any 
permutation of singular, the mesculine including the 
feminine. In order, therefore, to determine as to whether a 
controversy or difference or a dispute is an "industrial 
dispute" or not it must be determined whether the workman 
concerned or workmen sponsoring his case satisfy the 
conditions of clause (s) of Section 2 of the Act. Here in 


the case, the Authority does not dispute that the claimant 
is a workman within the meaning of clause (s) of Section 2 
of the Act 

20. In Kyas Construction Company (Pvt.) Ltd. [1958 
(2) LLJ 660] Apex Court ruled that an industrial dispute 
need not be a dispute between the,employer and his 
workman and that the definition of the expression 
"industrial dispute" is wide enough to cater a dispute 
raised by the employer’s workman with regard to non 
employment of others, who may not be employed as 
workman at the relevant time. The Apex Court in Bombay 
Union of Journalist [1961 (II) LLJ 436] has observed that 
in each case in ascertaining whether an individual dispute 
has acquired the character of an industrial dispute, the 
test is whether at the date of reference, the dispute was 
adopted by the union of the workmen of the employer 
against 'whom, the dispute is raised by an individual 
workman or by an appreciable number of workmen. In order, 
therefore, to convert an individual dispute into an industrial 
dispute, it has to be established that it has been taken up 
• by the union of employees of the establishment or by an 
appreciable number of the employees of the establishment. 
As far as union of the workmen of establishment itself is 
concerned, the problem of espousal by them generally 
presents little difficulty, since such workmen who are 
members of such unions generally have a continuity of 
interest with an individual employee who is one of their 
fellow workman. But difficulty arise when the cause of a 
workman, in a particular establishment is sponsored by a 
union which is not of the workmen of that establishment 
but is one of which membership- is open to workmen of 
their establishment as well as in that industry. In such a 
case a union, which has only microscopic number of the 
workmen as its member, cannot sponsor any dispute arising 
between the workmen and the management. A 
representative character of the union has to be gathered 
from the strength of the actual number of co-workers 
sponsoring the dispute. The mere fact that a substantial 
number of workmen of the establishment in which the 
concerned workman was employee were also members of 
the union would not constitute sponsorship. It must be 
shown that they were connected together and arrived at 
an understanding by a resolution or by other means and ' 
collectively submitted the dispute. 

21. The expression "industrial disputes" has been 
construed by the Apex Court to include individual 
disputes, because of the scheme of the Act. In RaghU 
Nath Gopal Patvardhan (1957(1) LLJ 27) the Apex Court 
ruled as to what dispute can be called as an industrial 
dispute. It was laid thereon that (1) a dispute between the 
employer and a single workman cannot be an industrial 
dispute, (2) it can not be per-se be an industrial dispute 
but may become if it is taken up by a trade union or a 
number of workmen. In Dharampal Prem Chand (1965 (I) 
LLJ 668) it was commanded by the Apex Court that a 
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dispute raised by a single workman cannot become an espoused by the new union, yet unregistered and 

industrial dispute unless it is supported either by his union unrecognized The Apex Court held that the feet that these 

or in the absence of a union by substantial number of disputes were not taken up by a registered or recognized 

workmen. Same law was laid in the case of Indian Express union does not mean that they were not "industrial 


Newspaper (Pvt.) Limited [1970 (1) LLJ 132]. However in 
Western India Match Company [1970 (II) LLJ 256], The 
Apex Court referred the precedent in Drona Kuchi Tea 
Estate's case [1958 (1) LLJ 500] and ruled that a dispute 
relating to "any person becomes a dispute where the 
person in respect of whom it is raised is one in whose 
employment, non employment, terms of employment or 
conditions of labour, the parties, dispute for a direct or 
substantial interest". 

22. What a substantial or considerable number of 
workmen would be in a given case, depend on particular 
facts of the case. The fact that an "industrial dispute", is 
supported by other workmen will have to be established 
either in the form of a resolution of the union of which 
workman may be member or of the workmen themselves 
who support the dispute or in any other manner. From the 
mere fact that a general union, at whose instance an 
"industrial dispute" concerning an individual workman is 
referred for adjudication, has on its roll a few of the workmen 
of the establishment as its members, it cannot be inferred 
that the individual dispute has been converted into an 
"industrial dispute". The Tribunal has therefore, to 
consider the question as to how many of the fellow 
workman actually espoused the cause of the concerned 
workman by participating in the particular resolution of 
the union. In the absence of a such a determination by the 
Tribunal, it cannot be said that the individual dispute 
acquired the character of an industrial dispute and the 
Tribunal will not acquire jurisdiction to adjudicate upon 
the dispute. Nevertheless, in order to make a dispute an 
industrial dispute, it is not necessary that there should 
always be a resolution of substantial or appreciable number 
of workmen. What is necessary is that there should be 
some express or collective will of a substantial or an 
appreciable member of the workmen treating the cause of 
the individual workman as their own cause. Law to this 
effect was laid in P. Somasundrameran [ 1970 (1) LLJ 558]. 

23. It is not necessary that the sponsoring union is 
a registered trade union or a recognized trade union. Once 
it is shown that a body of substantial number of workmen 
either acting through a union or otherwise had sponsored 
the workman's cause, it is sufficient to convert it into an 
industrial dispute. In Pardeep Lamp Works [1970 (1) LLJ 
507] complaints relating to dispute often workmen were 
filed before the Conciliation Officer by the individual 
workmen themselves. But their case was subsequently 
taken up by a new union formed by a large number of co¬ 
workmen, if not a majority of them. Since this union was 
not registered or recognized, the workmen elected five 
representatives to prosecute the cases of ten dismissed 
workmen. Thus cases of the dismissed workmen were 


dispute". : 

/ 24. It is not expedient tfcat same union should remain 

in-charge of that dispute til 1 its TTie dispute 

may be espoused by the workmen of an establishment, 
through a particular union for making such a dispute an 
"industrial dispute", while the workman may be 
represented before the Tribunal for the purpose of Section 
36 of the Act by a member of executive or office bearer of 
altogether another union. The crux of the matter is that the 
dispute should be a dispute between the employer and 
his workmen. It is not necessary that the dispute must be 
espoused or conducted only by-a registered trade union. 
Even if a trade union ceases to be registered trade union 
during the continuance of the adjudication proceedings 
that would not affect foe maintainability of foe order of 
reference. Law to this effect was laid by foe High Court of 
Orissa in Gammon India Limited [1974 (II) LLJ 34}. For 
ascertaining as to whether an individual dispute has 
acquired character of an individual dispute, the test is 
whether on the date of the reference foe dispute was taken 
up as supported by the union of the workmen of the 
employer against whom the dispute is raised by the 
individual workman or by an appreciable number of the 
' workman. In other words, foe validity of the reference of 
an industrial dispute must be judged on foe facts as they 
stood on the date of the reference and not necessarily on 
the date when the cause occurs. Reference can be made to 
a precedent in Western India Match Co. Ltd. [1970 (II) LLJ 
256]. 

25. Industrial law makes it clear that an individual 
dispute would not be an industrial dispute. For acquiring 
status of an industrial dispute, an individual dispute 
should be taken up by a trade union or a substantial 
number of workmen of the establishment. Reference can 
be foade to the Precedent in Raghu Nath Gopal Patvardhan 
[ 1957 (!) LLJ 27] and Shri Ram Tiwari (1979Lab. I.C. 513). 
This decision of law created hardship for an individual 
workman who were discharged, dismissed, retrenched or 
whose services were otherwise terminated when they 
could not find Support by a union or any appreciable 
number of workman to espouse their cause. Section 2-A 
of the Act was engrafted by foe Legislature and it has to 
be read as an extension .of the definition of "industrial 
dispute" as contained in clause (k) of Section 2 of the Act. 
Provisions of Section 2-A of foe Act do away with the 
requirement of espousal of an individual dispute for 
converting it into an industrial dispute in cases where the 
dispute arises out of (i) discharge (ii) dismissal (iii) 
retrenchment, or (iv) otherwise termination of service of 
an individual workman. By introducing the legal fiction 
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or arising out of his discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or 
otherwise termination of his services by his employer will 
constitute an industrial dispute notwithstanding that no 
other workman nor any union of workman is a party to the 
dispute, the definition of word "industrial dispute" has 
been enlarged. After enactment of Section 2(A) of the Act 
it is not necessary that a dispute relating to discharge, 
dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of 
services of a workman must be sponsored by a trade union 
or a substantial number of workmen. In other words, even 
if it is not sponsored by a trade union or substantial number 
of workmen such a dispute will be deemed to be an 
industrial dispute. Therefore, such a dispute can either is 
so facto be deemed to be an industrial dispute on a demand 
made by the workman himself or by espousal of the dispute 
by a trade union or a body of workmen. 

26. Now I would turn to the facts of the present 
controversy to assess as to whether the dispute is an 
individual dispute or an industrial dispute. In his affidavit 
Ex.WWl/A the claimant draws a blank on the issue that 
his dispute was adopted by a union of the workmen of the 
bank. He had also not put forward a case that his claim 
was espoused by a substantial number of workmen. It is 
not a case relating to discharge, dismissal, retrenchment 
or otherwise termination of services of the claimant. 
Therefore, it is evident that no evidence worth name was 
projected by the claimant to show that his dispute was 
espoused by a recognized trade union of the establishment 
of the bank or by a substantial number of workmen. It is 
not a case which acquires a character of an industrial 
dispute by use of legal fiction enacted in Section 2-A of 
the Act. Therefore, it is evident that the dispute projected 
by the claimant before the Conciliation Officer had not 
acquired a character of an industrial dispute, without being 
espoused by a recognized union of the establishment of 
the bank or substantial number of workmen. Individual 
dispute raised by the claimant can not be referred for 
adjudication. Consequently it is concluded that an 
individual dispute was referred by the appropriate 
Government to this Tribunal for adjudication. Issue is, 
therefore, answered in favour of the bank and against the 
claimant. 

Issue No.2,3and 4. 

27. For referring an industrial dispute to adjudication, 
the appropriate Government should satisfy itself, on the 
facts and circumstances brought to its notice, in its 
subjective opinion that an industrial dispute exists or is 
apprehended. The factual existence of a dispute or its 
apprehension and expediency of making a reference are 
matters entirely for the Government to decide. An order 
making a reference is an administrative act and the fact 
that the Government has to form an opinion as to the 
factual existence of an industrial dispute as a preliminary 
step to the discharge of its function does not take it out of 


administrative function of the Government. The adequacy 
or sufficiency of material on which opinion was formed is 
beyond the pale of judicial scrutiny. 

28. However the appropriate Government has no 
jurisdiction to refer an individual dispute for adjudication. 
Since an individual dispute was referred, this Tribunal has 
no jurisdiction to entertain it. Accordingly the Tribunal 
refrains its hands from adjudication of this individual 
dispute for which the appropriate Government was not 
competent to make a reference. Reference order is 
answered, accordingly. Award passed, in terms of above 
reasons, be sent to appropriate Government for 
publication. 

Dr. R.K.YADAV, Presiding Officer 

Dated: 30-11-2010 

^ 31 2011 
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New Delhi, the 31 st January, 2011 

S.O. 615.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 12/2k 9) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court -II, Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Central Bank of India and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 24-1-2011. 

[No. L-12011/54/2009-IR (B-II)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

THECENTRALGOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II 
CHANDIGARH 

Present: Sri A. K. Rastogi, Presiding Officer 
Case No. LD. No. 12/2K9 
Registered on 22-10-2009 

The President, Central Bank of India Employees 
Union, Haryana, 129 Lai Kurti, Ambala Cantt. (Haryana) 

...Applicant 


540G1/11—24 
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Versus 

The Regional Manager, Central Bank of India, 160, Railway 
Road, Regional Office, Ambala Cantt. (Haryana) 

...Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Workman Sh. Sandeep Bhardwaj, Adv. 

For the Management Sh. A.K. Batra Mgmt., Rep. 

AWARD 

Passed on 10 Jan. 2011 

Central Government vide Notification 
No. L-12011/54/2009-IR (B-II) Dated 12-10-2009, by 
exercising its powers under Section 10 sub section (1) 
Clause (d) and sub - section 2 (A) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to as Act) has referred the 
following industrial dispute for adjudication to this 
Tribunal: — 

“Whether the action of the management of Central 
Bank of India in denying full pay & allowances to 
Shri Ramesh Chand, Clerk during the period of suspension 
w.e.f. 12-1-1994 to 10-12-1997 is just and legal? What relief 
the workman concerned is entitled to ?” 

The claimant,, the President Central Bank of India 
Employees Union, Haryana failed to appear despite notices 
sent on 15-4-2010,16-6-2010,20-5-2010 and by Registered 
post on 15-7-2010. Notices were not received back 
undelivered. Hence the service is presumed on the 
claimant. Claimant did not file any Claim Statement also. 
The concerned workman Ramesh Chand however, had 
appeared on 9-9-2010 and filed the authority also, but 
thereafter he did not turn up and file claim statement on 
15-10-2010,19-11-2010, and 10-l-2010.lt is clear that the 
claimant the President Central Bank of India Employees 
Union, Haryana is not interested in pursuing the reference^ 
Hence, the reference is answered against it. Let two copies 
of award after due compliance be sent to the Central 
Government for further necessary action. 

ASHOK KUMAR RASTOGI, Presiding Officer 

^f^Tt,31 2011 

^T,3TT. 6161947 (1947 

14 ) m 17 ^ 3 fjrft 3 , 
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^ WIT 

^1 nl/209/2003) ^T Hcnifem 't, 
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[K t^-12012/70/2003-3Tlf37R (^t-II)] 


New Delhi, the 31 st January, 2011 

S.O. 616.-—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/ 
NGP/209/2003) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal/Labour Court, Nagpur now as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between die employers 
in relation to the management of Bank of Baroda and 
their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 24-1-2011. 

[No. L-12012A0/2003-ER(B-II)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI J. P. CHAND, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No.CGIT/NGP/209/2003 Date: 17-1-2011 

Petitioner/Party No. 1 

Shri Sachidanand R. Khase, 

C/o Shakti Singh Thakur, Ward No. 16, 

Adarsh Colony, Murtizapur, 

Akola. 

Versus 

Respondent/Party No. 2 

The Regional Manager, 

Bank of Baroda, West High Court, 

Dharampeth, 

Nagpur-440 010 

AWARD 

(Dated: 17th January, 2011) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Bank of Baroda and their workman, 
Shri S. R. Khase for adjudication, as per letter No. L-12012/ 
70/2003-IR(B-II) dated 31-7-2003, with the following 
schedule :— 

“Whether the action of the managemant of Bank 
of Baroda, through its Regional Manager, Nagpur in 
terminating the services of Shri S. R. Khase w.e.f. 
7-5-2002 orally, improper, legal and justified ? If not, 
what relief the said workman is entitled to ?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, the workman, 
Shri S. R. Khase (hereinafter referred as “the workman”) 
and the management of Bank of Baroda were noticed to 
file their respective statement of claim and written 
statement, in response to which, the workman filed his 
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written statement. 

3. According to the pleadings made by the workman 

in his statement of claim, he has studied upto Class-X and 
he was appointed as a peon and posted in Murtizapur 
Branch of Bank of Baroda with effect from 1-1-1999 and 
worked continuously till 28-5-2002 and his service record 
during the said period was clean and excellent and though 
he was in continuous service, the Branch Manager, 
Murtizapur Branch was showing him as temporary 
employee on daily wages basis and also showing technical 
break of only one day, during his service period, with 
malafide intention and to deprive him the benefits and 
privileges of a permanent employee and in February, 2002, 
he raised objection about the same and made 
representation on 12-2-2002 for issuance of an experience 
certificate in his favour to the management and when he 
pressed his demand for issuance of the service certificate, 
on 28-5-2002, he was informed by the Branch Manager' 
Shri Lawade about termination of his service for a short 
period of two months with the assurance of reinstatement 
in service thereafter but thereafter, he was not allowed to 
tesume his duties in spite of Ms repeated approach to the 
Branch Manager and his service was terminated on 
28-5-2002 by an oral order, even though he had already 
completed more than 240 days of continuous service in 
the preceding 12 months of 28-5-2002 and his service was 
terminated without following the due procedure of law 
and without following the principles of natural justice and 
at the time of termination ofbis service, the ruie of seniority 
was not followed and neither one month notice nor one 
month of pay in lieu of the notice was given to him and he 
was also not paid the retrenchment compensation prior to 
his termination and the requirements of Section 25-F and 
25-H of the Act were not complied with and after termination 
of his service, the Bank engaged one Shri Ramdas 
Vinchurkar aged about 50 years and during his service 
period, wages had been paid to him in the name of 
Shri Vinchurkar on several occasions and he was getting a 
meager amount of Rs. 55 per day towards his wages at the 
time of termination of his service but the mode of payment 
of salary was on monthly basis and as he was not allowed 
to resume his duties he approached the Asstt. Labour 
Commissioner (C), Nagpur for redressal of his grievances 
and as the conciliation failed, the matter was reported by 
the ALC to the Central Government. The workman has 
prayed to quash and set aside the oral termination order 
dated 28-5-2002 and to reinstate him in the post of Peon 
with full back wages and continuity of service and all 
other consequential benefits. 

4. In the written statement, the management has 
raised the preliminary objection regarding the reference 
stating that the reference is bad in law as the petitioner 
had not entered the employment of the Bank and as such, 
the reference suffers from material infirmity and is therefore 


vitiated on that count only and the petitioner by 
concealing the material facts before the ALC (C) as well as 
before this Tribunal has attempted to believe the authorities 
that he was in the regular service of the Bank. It is also 
pleaded by the Bank that the petitioner was not appointed 
in any post at any point of time at Murtizapur Branch of 
Bank of Baroda and he was engaged only during leave 
vacancy of Sweeper during the year 1999 and his, 
en S**gcment was intermittently, purely on temporary basis 
during the absence of the regular Sweeper and his 
engagement was only for 19 days in all and the claim of 
the petitioner that he had completed 240 days of 
continuous service in preceding i2 months is totally 
incorrect and as such, his claim for appointment is 
unjustified and after 15-9-1999, the petitioner was not 
engaged in Murtizapur Branch and hence there is no 
question of alleged discontinuance of his service and the 
petitioner was accordingly paid on daily wages basis, as 
His appointment was not on regular basis, and as such, 
there was no necessity to follow the procedure of 
retrenchment and there was no question of giving notice 
of termination or retrenchment compensation and all other 
allegations made by the petitioner are false and he is not 
entitled for any relief. 

5. To prove their respective stands, parties were 
allowed to lead evidence. The workman besides examining 
himself, examined one Shri Sashikant G. Kulkami, a retired 
Bank employee of Bank of Baroda in support of his case. 
The management examined Shri B. Priyakumar, Manager 
HRM at Regional Office of Bank of Baroda as a witness 
and also relied on documents Exts.M-IV to M-XI. 

The workman in his examination-in-chief, which is 
on affidavit has reiterated the facts as mentioned in the 
statement of claim and in the rejoinder. However, in his 
cross-examination, he has stated that there was a 
publication calling application for the post of Peon of the 
Bank but he does not know the name of the news paper, in 
which the advertisement was published and he has not 
filed the said news paper and he also cannot assign any 
reason as to why he did not mention the fact of publication 
of advertisement for the post of Peon either in his statement 
of claim or in his examination-in-chief given on affidavit. 
The workman has also further stated that his name was 
sponsored by the Employment Exchange and he was 
interviewed but he cannot assign any reason as to why he 
has not mentioned about the said facts in the statement of 
claim or in his affidavit. The workman has further stated 
that Shri Nandgaonkar and Shri Lonare were working in 
the Bank, who were regularly appointed by it and he was 
paid Rs. 1500 monthly and Bank did not issue any order 
appointing him specifying his salary and he used to sign 
the voucher as and when payment was made. This witness 
has also admitted the eleven vouchers shown to him of 
having his signatures. The eleven vouchers have been 
exhibited and marked as Ext. M-IV, through the petitioner 
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Lawade informed the workman about termination of his 


by the management. The workman has denied the 
suggestions given by the management that he had worked 
only for 19 days in the Bank during the leave vacancy of 
anyone of the two regular Peons. 

One Shri Sashikant G Kulkami, a retired Bank Clerk 
of Bank of Baroda has been examined as the witness No.2 
on behalf of the workman. The said witness has stated 
that he was working in Bank of Baroda from 1967 to 2001 
and the workman, Sachidananda Khase was working as a 
Peon in Murtizapur Branch during his tenure and he was 
working from 1999 and sometimes he was working on daily 
wages and sometimes on leave vacancy and when he 
(witness) took voluntary retirement, Khase was working, 
but he cannot say upto when, Khase worked and Mr. 
Lawade was the Branch Manager at that time and Khase 
was given work when Lonare and Nandgaonkar were also 
on duty and Lonare and Nandgaonkar opted for voluntary 
retirement in 2001 and the Bank has engaged some local 
persons in place of Lonare and Nandgaonkar, and Vijay 
Singh Thakur, who was earlier working as daily wager 
was made permanent and he was working as a Peon. In his 
cross-examination, this witness has admitted that the name 
of Shri S. R. Khase was not sponsored by the Employment 
Exchange and he had not applied in accordance with 
advertisement for the post and he does not know if Khase 
was interviewed and he does not know the qualification 
required for Class-IV post and what was the qualification 
of Khase. He had admitted that Shri Lonare and 
Nandgaonkar were the regular employees of the Bank and 
the entries in the muster roll filed by the Bank are proper 
and correct. It is also necessary to mention there this 
witness has stated that he cannot say if Shri Khase worked 
for 19 days in leave vacancy of Lonare and Nandgaonkar 
as reflected in the muster roll and if appointment letter was 
issued to the petitioner. 

6. On the other hand, the management witness has 
stated that the workman was engaged in Murtizapur Branch 
only during the leave vacancy of Sweeper in the year 1999 
and he worked for 19 days in total purely on temporary 
daily wages basis and he had not completed 240 days of 
continuous service and after 15-9-1999, the petitioner was 
not engaged in the Bank and he was not appointed by any 
competent authority and as per the statutory rules and 
regulations. Such assertion of the management witness 
has not been challenged in the cross-examination. 

7. At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned advocate for the workman that the workman was 
appointed on 1-1-1999 in Bank of Baroda and worked in 
Murtizapur Branch till 28-5-2002 continuously without 
any break, but the Manager of the Branch had shown him 
as temporary employee on daily wages basis and also 
showing technical gaps of only one day during the service 
tenure, only to deprive him the benefits and privilege of 
permanency and on.28-5-2002, the Branch Manager, Shri 


service for a period of two months with the assurance of 
his reinstatement after the said period, but, thereafter the 
workman was never allowed to resume duty and the 
workman had already completed more than 240 days of 
continuous service in the preceding 12 months of 
28-5-2002 but his service was terminated without following 
the due procedure of law and without observing the 
principles of natural justice and at the time of termination 
of service, the rules of seniority was not followed and the 
workman was neither given any notice nor any payment 
was made in lieu of the notice nor any retrenchment 
compensation was given and thus the oral termination is 
illegal and deserved to be set aside. It was also submitted 
that the workman had asked the Bank to produce muster- 
cum-attendance register, details of payment made to the 
petitioner, name and details about sanction of leave of 
regular Sweeper and service book of regular Sweeper but 
the Bank avoided to file the original documents. The 
learned advocate for the workman also made reference to 
Certain provisions of the service conditions of the Bank 
and submitted that at the time of the appointment of the 
workman in service and so also at the time of the termination 
of service, the same were not followed by the management 
and as such, the workman is entitled for reinstatement in 
service. 

8. On the other hand, the learned advocate for the 
Bank submitted that the workman was never in the regular 
employment of the Bank and he had worked for only 19 
days in total in the year 1999 and his such engagement 
was also not continuous and the contention of the 
workman that he had completed 240 days of continuous 
service in preceding 12 months is totally incorrect and as 
after 15-9-1999, the workman was not engaged, there was 
no question of the alleged discontinuance of his service 
and as the workman had not completed 240 days of 
continuous service, there was no question of giving him 
any notice or to make payment of one month salary in lieu 
of notice or retrenchment compensation and the 
engagement of the workman was purely temporary basis 
without following the laid down procedure of the Bank 
and as such, there is no question of employment of the 
workman in the Bank and the petition filed by the workman 
for production of documents was rejected by the Tribunal 
on 4-5-2006, so there is no ground for drawing any adverse 
interference against the Bank and the two circulars filed 
by the workman after closure of evidence are not applicable 
to the case of the workman and the case at hand has to be 
decided as per the principles enunciated by the Hon’ble 
Apex Court reported in 2006 (4) scale - 197 (Secretary, 
State of Karnataka Vs Umadevi) and as such, the petitioner 
is not entitled to reinstatement in service or back wages or 
any other relief. In support of such contentions, the learned 
advocate for the Bank relied on the decisions reported in 
2003 (3) SCC- 483 (Dr. Chanchal Goyal Vs. State of 
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Rajasthan), (2004) 7 SCC -112 (Umarani Vs. Registrar, Co¬ 
operative Societies and others), 2006 (6) Scale -107 (State 
Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur Vs. Om Prakash Sharma), 2006 
(6) scale -101 (National Fertilizers Ltd. Vs. Somvir Singh), 
2006(6) scale - 197 (Secretary, State of Karnataka Vs. 
Umadevi) and 14 other cases. Keeping in mind the 
submissions made by the learned advocates for the parties 
and the principle enunciated by the Hon’ble Apex Court 
and other Hon’ble Courts in the decisions on which reliance 
has been placed by the Bank, the present case at hand is 
to be decided. 

9. in this case, though the workman has claimed 
that after acquiring required educational qualification he 
came to be appointed with Party No.l(b) bank at Murtizapur, 
on the post of Peon with effect from 1-1-1999 in the 
statement of claim and so also in his affidavit, he has 
neither mentioned as to the manner of his appointment 
nor as to who appointed him. It is also necessary to 
mention here that the workman has not filed any document 
showing his appointment as a Peon on 1-1-1999. The 
workman has also not filed any document in support of 
his claim that he worked continuously from 1-1-1999 to 
28-5-2002 with the Bank. Even though, fre has claimed that 
on 12-2-2002, he made representation to the Bank 
Authority for issuance of experience certificate, no 
document has been filed by him to show that such a 
representation v/as submitted by him and the same was 
received by the Bank. 


rate of Rs.40 per day and at the rate of Rs.55 per day only 
lor three or four days. 

Though the witness No.2 for the workman has stated 
that the workman was working in the Bank at Murtizapur 
from 1999, he has not stated that the workman was 
appointed as a Peon on 1-1-1999 and worked till 28-5-2002. 
Rather, he has stated that the workman was working 
«ometimes on daily wages basis and sometimes on leave 
vacancy and he cannot say upto when the workman was 
working. This witness did not deny the suggestion given 
by the Bank that the workman worked for only 19 days in 
leave vacancy of Lonare and Nandgaonkar as reflected in 
die Muster Roll but has answered that he cannot say about 
the same, which clearly goes to show that this witness 
lias no knowledge as to for how many days, the workman 
worked in the Bank. As already mentioned, this witness 
lias also stated that the name of the workman was not 
sponsored by the Employment Exchange and there was 
no advertisement for appointment of Peon in the Bank. It 
s clear from the evidence adduced from the side of the 
workman that the workman has not able to show that he 
jvorked continuously from 1-1-1999 to 28-5-2002 or that he 
ad completed 240 days of work preceding 12 months of 
8-5-2002. 

On the other hand from the virtually unchallenged 
Evidence of the witness of the management coupled with 

J ixts.M-4 and M-5, it is clear that the workman only worked 
or 19 days in the Bank. 


So far the oral evidence is concerned, no reliance 
can be placed either on the evidence of the workman or on 
the evidence of the other witness examined on his behalf, 
as their evidence is quite inconsistent and contradictory 
to each other. It is clear from the cross-examination of the 
workman that he has tried to make improvement of his 
case by saying that there was advertisement in the news¬ 
paper regarding appointment of Peon in the Bank and his 
name was sponsored by the Employment Exchange and 
he was interviewed. As such facts have not been pleaded 
which have been admitted by him in the cross-examination, 
such statements cannot be taken into consideration. 
According to his own claim, the workman was being paid 
Rs.55 per day as his wages. It is also the claim of the 
workman that he was regularly and continuously working 
in the Bank though the Manager was showing technical 
break. However, in his cross-examination, he has stated 
that he was getting Rs. 1500 per month. If, according to 
his own claim, he was getting Rs.55 per day, then his 
monthly wages should have been at least Rs. 1650 and not 
Rs. 1500 as told by him. Moreover, when the workman had 
been confronted with the vouchers under which, he had 
been paid his wages, he admitted to have signed the said 
vouchers. The said vouchers, Ex.M-4 show that the 
workman worked only for 19 days in the year 1999 and out 
of the same on most of the days, he was being paid at the 


As the workman failed to show that he had completed 
£>40 days of work preceding 12 months of28-5-2002, there 
^s no question of giving him any notice or to make payment 
In lieu of the notice or retrenchment compensation. 

There is also no evidence on record that anybody 
pise was also working in the Bank with the workman on 
daily wages basis and the said workman was junior to the 
present workman and the Bank retained the junior workman 
and disengaged the present workman and as such, I do 
not find any force in the contention that while terminating 
the service of the workman, the rule of seniority was not 
followed. 

10. So far the two circulars filed by the workman 
|are concerned, on perusal of the same, it is found that the 
same are not applicable at all to his case. The first circular 
!is dated 24-3-2008, under which the memorandum of 
[settlement dated 18-3-2008 was circulated to all the 
[Branches of the Bank. In this case, the workman has claimed 
that he was working in the Bank from 1-1-1999 to 
28-5-2002. According to the above mentioned settlement, 
casual/temporary sweeper/peon who have worked for 240 
days or more in consecutive twelve months between 
i 1-3-1996 and 28-7-1987 and are still working will be 
absorbed in phase-III during the financial year 2009-2010. 
[in this case, it is already held that the workman did not 
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complete 240 days of work preceding 12 month of 
28-5-2002 and moreover he was also not working with the 
Bank when the memorandum of settlement was executed 
and as such, the said settlement is of no use as far it is 
concerned for the workman. 

The other circular dated 6-8-2005 is regarding 
payment of wages in terms of Eight Bipartite Settlement 
and according to the said circular, wages in terms of Eight 
Bipartite Settlement was to be paid to the temporary peons/ 
sweepers etc. engaged against clear sanctioned vacancies 
continuously, from 2nd June, 2005. As the workman was 
not working on 2nd June, 2005 or thereafter, the said 
circular is also of no avail to him. 

11, It is clear from the evidence on record that the 
workman had not completed 240 days of service. In view 
of the matter, the provisions of Section 25- F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 was not required to be 
complied with. Hence it is ordered: 

ORDER 

The action of the management of Bank of India, 
through its Regional Manager, Nagpur in terminating 
the services of Shri S.R.Khase w.e.f. 7-5-2002 orally, is 
proper, legal and justified and the workman is not entitled 
to any relief. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CEPfnULGqy^HMp^T 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, MUMBAI 

' PRESENT 

K. B. Katake, Presiding Officer 

Reference Np.CGJT-2/12 of 20Q? 

Employers in Relation to The Management of 
Jawaharlal Nehru Port Trust 

The Chairman 

Jawaharlal Nehru Port Trust 
Administrative Building 
Sheva, Tal. Uran 
Navi Mumbai- 400 707 

And 

Their Workmen 

The General Secretary 
£a*gad Shram ikAekatjj Sangji 
Khetkari Kamgar Paksha Karyaiaya 
Plot No. 228/1, Savali Society 
Opp. Rupali Talkies 
TaiukarPanvel 
Raigad (MS)4)0206 

APPEARANCES: 

E—■ 


J. P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 

fji—** ——■— A 


1908 

ORDER 

Reference stands rejected. 

Date: 15-12-2010 

K. B. KATAKE, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 31 st January, 2011 

S.O. 618.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 37/2008) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court 
, Lucknow now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Central Bank of India and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 24-1- 
2011. 

[No L-12012/29/2008-IR(B-II)] 


[Part- II—Sec. 3(ii)] 


AWARD 

29-12-2010. 

1. By order No. L-12012/29/2008-IR(B-II) dated: 
18-06-2008 the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi in exercise of powers conferred by 
clause (d) of sub section (I) and sub section (2A) of Section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) referred 
this industrial dispute between Shri Dinesh Kumar, S/o 
Sh. Ram Lai, R/o Village - Devinpurwa, Post-Bahar, Distt. - 
Hardoi and the Regional Manager, Central Bank of India, 
88 B, Civil Lines, SitaKiran Hotel Building, Bareilly (U P.) 
for adjudication. 

2. The reference under adj udication is: 

“Whether the action of the management of Central 
Bank of India, Bareilly & Hardoi in terminating the 
services of Shri Dinesh Kumar, temporary peon w.e.f. 
29-4-2006 is legal and justified. If not, to what relief 
the concerned workman is entitled ?” 

3. The case of the workman, Dinesh Kumar, in brief, 
is that he was appointed by the Manager of the Bank as 
temporary peon in November, 2002 and was paid 
accordingly @ Rs. 30 per day on payment vouchers, made 
in different names. The workman has alleged that though 
he performed the duties of temporary Peon for more than 
240 days in a calendar year, still his services has been 
terminated by the management in June, 2006 without 
assigning any reason or notice or notice pay in lieu thereof 
in violation of Section 25 F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947. He has further alleged that after terminating his 
services the management has appointed another person 
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6. The workman has filed documents in support of 
his claim whereas the opposite party did not file any. The 
workman was afforded opportunity to substantiate its 
case by way of evidence and accordingly, he was called 
upon to extend his oral evidence; but he failed to avail the 
same even lapse of several dates i.e. on 11-8-2009 & 
27-10-2009, which lead to proceed the case ex-parte against 
him on 27-1-2009 presuming that the workman does not 
intend to produce any evidence; and next date i.e. 
12-01-2010 was fixed for opposite party’s evidence. The 
management filed its evidence in form of affidavit and the 
workman was called upon to cross-examine the 
management’s witness on 8-7-2010. But the workman again 
remained absent on 8-7-2010, 26-8-2010 and 
6-10-2010 and accordingly, the opportunity to cross- 
examine the management’s witness was closed, fixing 
26-11-2010 for arguments. The workman again remained 
absent on 26-11-2010 and 29-12-2010; and accordingly, 
the case was reserved for award after hearing 
representative of the opposite party. 

7. Heard, the representative of the opposite party 
and scanned entire evidence on record. 

8. It is the case of the workman that he was 
appointed by 4 ie Branch Manager on the post of 
temporary Peon in November, 2002 and he worked as such 
till his services has been terminated by the opposite party 
on 29-04-2006 in violation of Section 25 F, without any 
notice or notice pay in lieu thereof; as he has worked for 
more than 240 days in every calendar year. 

9. Per contra, the management of the bank has 
denied the claim of the workman out rightly and has 
submitted that the workman has never been appointed by 
the Branch Manager in any capacity, in as much as the 
Branch Manager has no authority to appointment any 
person. Moreover the services of the workman have been 
availed by the bank on few occasions as and when required 
and for that he was paid at daily rates. Accordingly, there 
arise no question of either his termination nor of violation 
of any of the provisions of I.D. Act. 

10. In 2006 (108) FLR R.M. Yellatti & Asstt. 
Executive Engineer 

Hon’ble Apex Court has observed that: 

“However, applying general principles and on reading 
the aforestated judgments we find that this Court has 
repeatedly taken the view that the burden of proof is 
on the claimant to show that he had worked 240 days 
in a given year. This burden is discharged only upon 
the workman stepping in the witness box. This burden 
is discharged upon the workman adducing cogent 
evidence, both oral and documentary. ” 


11. Thus, it is well settled position of law that if a 
; party challenges the legality of an order, the burden lies 

upon him to prove illegality of the action of the 
| management and if no evidence is produced the party 
invoking jurisdiction of the Court must fail. In the instant 
! case the burden was on the workman’s union to prove 
that the action of the management of Central Bank of 
i India in terminating the services of the workman was illegal 
and unjustified. Apart from filing statement of claim the 
workman did not adduce any oral evidence in support of 
his case nor has he turned up to cross-examine the 
management’s witness nor to forward his arguments either 
oral or written. Thus, the workman has failed to discharge 
the burden that lay upon him and has failed to prove that 
I he has worked 240 days and the action of the management 
I of the Bank in terminating his services w.e.f. 29-4-2006 
was illegal and unjustified. 

12. On the other hand the management by way of 
' its oral evidence, on oath, has well proved that the workman 

i was never appointed by the Branch Manger; rather he 
! was engaged as part timer @ Rs. 30 per day. It has also 
proved that the workman never worked for 240 days in 
I any calendar year, therefore, in event of non-appointment 
I by any Competent Authority, there arise no question of 
termination of services of the workman at any point of 
time. 

13. Thus, in view of the above discussions, the 
workman has failed to establish that he was appointed as 
temporary Peon by the Bank management and he completed 
240 days in each calendar year of his employment; and his 
further that his services were terminated by the 
management in violation of the Section 25 F of the I.D. 
Act; whereas the management has able to prove that the 
workman has never been appointed by the Competent 
Authority of the Bank at any point of time in any capacity, 
instead he was engaged as daily rated labourer as and 
when required. 

14. Accordingly, I come to the conclusion that the 
action of the management of Central Bank of India in 
terminating the services of the workman is neither illegal 
nor unjustified. Hence, the workman is not entitled to any 
relief. 

15. The reference under adjudication is answered 
accordingly. 

16. Award as above. 

LUCKNOW. 

29-12-2010. 

Dr. MANJU NIGAM, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 31 st January, 2011 

S.O. 619.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 03/2008) 
of the Centra! Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Kolkata now as shown in the Annexure in 
the industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of United Bank of India and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 24-1-2011. 

[No. L-12011/106/2007-IR(B-II)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL AT KOLKATA 

REFERENCE No. 03/2008 

PARTIES: Employers in relation to the management of 
United Bank of India 

AND 

Their workmen 

PRESENT: Mr. Justice Manik Mohan Sarkar, Presiding 
officer 

APPEARANCE: 

On behalf of the : Mr. Mahesh Prasad Mishra, 
Management Probationary Manager of Disciplinary 

& Industrial Relations Division of the 
Bank. 

On behalf of the : None 
Workmen 

State: West Bengal Industry: Banking 

Dated: I Olh January, 2011 

AWARD 

By Order No. 12011/106/2007-IR (B-II) dated 8-1-2008 
the Government of India, Ministry of Labour in exercise of 
its powers under Section 10 (1) (d) and (2A) of the Industrial 


Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication: 

“Whether the action of the management of United 
Bank of India, Nodal Office, Barasat, Distt. 24 Parganas 
(North) in issuing 101 transfer and posting orders of 
Computer Operators on 10*4-2007 in violation of Bank’s 
own Circular No. PA(AS)/GA/OM-l 51/04 dated 11 -6-2004 
is justified ? If not, what relief the concerned workmen are 
entitled to?” 

2. On being called today, Mr. Mahesh Prasad 
Mishra, Probationary Manager of Disciplinary & Industrial 
Relations Division of the Bank is present on behalf of the 
management. None is present on behalf of the workmen. 

3. It is found from the record that notice was issued 
to the workmen union on 7-7-2010 and acknowledgment 
card received in the record shows that the notice was duly 
served on the said workmen union on 9-7-2010. Thereafter 
dates passed in the present reference numbering five, but 
none made any appearance on those occasions from the 
workmen side, nor any intimation has been given in writing 
for the cause of their absence. 

4. In such circumstances, it is presumed that the 
industrial dispute raised in the schedule of die order of 
reference is not persisting at present and for that reason, 
may be the workmen union is not interested to appear in 
the present reference. So, presuming existence of no 
industrial dispute, present reference is disposed of. An 
Award is passed accordingly. 

Dated, Kolkata, 

10th January, 2011 

JUSTICE MANIK MOHAN SARKAR, Presiding Officer 
■^f^ft,31 WRt,2011 

c5T.3IT. 620.— 3? l alPl4> Pffl K 3#TpRR, 1947 (1947 
^TT 14) VRT 17 ^ 3PJWT 3TFF 

^ FTO frRfcraf afa ^ 

3Fjsfa fr frfer 3?l«)Pi* - frstr tfflfcilPi* 

^WIW-II, ^ W (Wf WIT 

771/2005) t, FR^R ^ 

24-01-2011 «ni 

[R. ^-12012/157/2004-3TT$ 3TR(^t- II)] 
Wf, t^F 3Tffr3PTft 

New Delhi, the 31 st January, 2011 

S.O. 620.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 771/ 
2005 ) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court-II, Chandigarh now as shown in the 
Annexure in the industrial dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Bank of India and their 
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workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 24-1-2011. 

[No. L-12012/157/2004-IR (B-II)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRTOUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II 
CHANDIGARH 

PRESENT: Sri. A. K. RASTOGI, Presiding Officer 
Case No. I. D. 771/2005 
Registered on 5-9-2005 

Smt. Surinder Kaur W/o Sh. Harjit Singh Vohra C/o 
Sh. Ranjeet Singh Kaushal, H. No. 1219, Sector 44-B, 
Chandigarh. 

... Applicant 

Versus 

The Zonal Manager, Bank of India, Ludhiana Zone, 
579-R, Model Town, Ludhiana-141001 

... Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the Workman Sh. D. R. Kaith, Advocate 

For the Management Sh. Ranjan Lohan, Advocate 
AWARD 

Passed on 3 January, 2011 

Central Government vide Notification No. L -12012/ 

157/2004- IR(B-II) dated 9-11-2004 by exercising its powers 
under Section 10 Sub-section (1) Clause (d) and Sub¬ 
section 2 (A) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(hereinafter referred to as Act) has referred the following 
industrial dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of the management of Zonal 
Manager, Bank of India, Ludhiana Zone, Ludhiana 
to dismiss the service of Smt. Surinder Kaur from the 
Bhullar Branch of the Bank w.e.f. 25-4-2003 on the 
allegation of removing one DD Leaf and issue the 
same with her own signature for financial benefit of 
Rs. 36000 is illegal and unjustified? If so, what relief 
the concerned workman is entitled to and from which 
date?” 

The workman was dismissed on the charge that on 
18-01-2003 working on Demand Draft seat in Sitogunno 
Branch of the Bank she fraudulently removed one DD Leaf 
No. 829738 from the DD Book and used that leaf as DD for 
Rs. 36000 in favour of one Kewal Krishan son of Haveli 
Ram with her own signature to get financial benefit from 
said Kewal Krishan. As per charge-sheet dated 5-03-2003 


this act of the workman amounts to gross negligence in 
discharge of her duties constituting an act of gross 
misconduct in terms of Clause 5(J) in Memorandum of 
Settlement dated 10-04-2002. Her appeal also failed. 

The workman has raised an industrial dispute by 
stating that in connection of the marriage of her son she 
had borrowed money from friends and relatives. Kewal 
Krishan; in whose favour the DD was issued, was one of 
the moneylenders and he was insisting for some security 
for the amount lent by him. To save her honour, in a hurry, 
the workman gave a cheque on a DD Leaf, instead from her 
Check book, of her OD Account No. 19. It was payable at 
Sitogunno Branch. She had not used the DD Leaf as 
Demand Draft and nor it could have been used as such; 
because Demand Draft cannot be issued on the same branch 
and is issued to some other branch and it is signed by an 
authorized signatory with his code Number and an advice 
is sent to the Branch where the money is to be paid. She 
issued DD Leaf instead of cheque but did not intend to 
cause any financial loss to the bank. The said Kewal 
Krishan, however, presented the check on DD Leaf at 
Sitogunno branch but the same was returned by the bank 
as it was not a valid negotiable instrument. On 02-02-2003 
the workman was called by the Assistant Manager 
(Administration) and was asked about the DD Leaf. The 
workman admitted her mistake and on being forced by the 
Assistant Manager (Administration) she admitted in writing 
also to have- taken away the DD Leaf. The Assistant 
Manager (Administration) reported the matter to Zonal 
Office and the workman was served with a Suspension 
Order and subsequently with a Chargesheet dated 
05-03-2003. A Departmental enquiry was followed but the 
Enquiry Officer without affording any opportunity to the 
workman to present her case through defence 
representative concluded the proceedings in very first 
sitting in a one sided and prejudicial manner. The claimant 
was made to sign the enquiry report on a promise of taking 
a lenient view. The disciplinary authority did not provide 
her an opportunity of personal hearing and passed the 
punishment order. The workman had prayed for her 
reinstatement, continuity of service and full back wages. 

The claim was contested by the respondent 
management. It has been alleged in the written statement 
that in the preliminary hearing on 21-03- 2003 and 
subsequently during personal hearing on 22-04-2003 the 
workman admitted her guilt without any pressure, coercion 
and promise etc. After the admission of the guilt by the 
workman in preliminary hearing, the Enquiry Officer was 
left with no option but to submit his report that the charge- 
allegations against the workman is proved. A fair and just 
departmental enquiry was held in the matter as per 
principles of natural justice and the disciplinary authority, 
after giving the personal hearing to workman, passed the 
punishment order. The personal hearing had been attended 
by the workman as well as by her defence representative. It 
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is further alleged that earlier on one occasion she had been 
warned for issuing cheque without keeping sufficient 
amount in her account and on another occasion for her 
unauthorized absence exceeding 30 days, the punishment 
of bringing down her basic pay to one lower stage in the 
time scale had been given and she was given several 
opportunities to make amendments in her work, conduct 
and attendance but she failed to improve her conduct. 

In her evidence the workman filed her own affidavit 
and the management filed the affidavit of P.J.S. Walia, Senior 
Manager, Zonal Office, Ludhiana. The management also 
filed certain documents by way of Annexures to its written 
statement. 

On the pleadings of the parties the following issue 
arises for consideration:- 

1. Whether the enquiry was conducted according 
to the principle of natural justice and was fair? If 
not, its effect? 

2. Whether the alleged act on the part of the 
workman amounts to gross misconduct? If it 
does not, its effect? 

3. Whether the action of the management to 
dismiss the service of workman on the said 
charge is legal and justified? 

4. To what relief, if any, the workman is entitled? 

I have heard the learned counsel for the parties and 
have gone through the material on record as well as the 
written arguments of the parties. 

Issue No. 1 

According to the management the truth of the 
charges levelled against the workman was enquired into in 
a full-fledged departmental enquiry. The charge against 
her was explained to her in a language understood by her 
and she had pleaded guilty to the charge without any 
pressure coercion or promise. The Enquiry Officer, 
therefore, reported a finding of guilty. The disciplinary 
authority proposed a punishment of dismissal without 
notice and issued a Show Cause punishment notice to the 
workman. An opportunity of personal hearing was 
provided to the workman. She had attended the personal 
hearing along with her defence representative and the 
punishment order was passed by the disciplinary authority 
after that hearing. According to the management counsel 
the punishment was ordered after a fair and just enquiry 
held according to the principal of natural justice. 

The learned counsel for the workman however, has 
disputed the arguments of the management that the 
enquiry was conducted in a fair and impartial manner and 
according to the principle of natural justice. It was pointed 
out by the learned counsel for workman that while servicing 
the charge-sheet on the workman, she was not called upon 


to explain it and Enquiry Officer was simultaneously 
appointed to enquire into the charge. He argued that in 
service jurisprudence the authority has to apply his mind 
upon receipt of reply to the charge-sheet or show cause, 
as the case may be, as to whether a farther enquiry is called 
for. In the event upon deliberations and due considerations 
it is the affirmative the enquiry follows, but not otherwise. 
The appointment of the Enquiry Officer simultaneously with 
the issuance of the charge-sheet indicate the mindset of 
the disciplinary authority that the enquiry shaH proceed 
irrespective of the reply and it cannot be said that the attitude 
of the authorities towards delinquent was free and fair. In 
support of his arguments the learned counsel of workman 
relied on the judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in 
State ofPunjab Versus B.K. KhannaAIR2001 SC 343. 

A perusal of the charge-sheet Annexure M-l of the 
written statement shows that die workman was not provided 
any opportunity to explain the charge or allegation levelled 
against her. Further the charge-sheet is dated 5-03-2003 
and from the enquiry findings Annexure M-2 of die written 
statement it is clear that on the same date the disciplinary 
authority appointed the Enquiry Officerto enquire into the 
charges framed against her. It shows the biased attitude of 
the disciplinary authority and is indicative of his mindset 
that in any case the enquiry shall proceed. I agree with the 
learned counsel for the workman that the attitude of the 
disciplinary authority was not fair towards the workman 
and it vitiates the enquiry proceedings held against the 
workman. It was against the principles of natural justice 
not to give the workman an opportunity to put her case 
regarding the charge levelled against her. In State of 
Punjab Versus B. K. Khanna (supra), the Chief Minister 
had made an announcement appointing any Enquiry 
Officer to go into the charges even before reply was filed 
by the delinquent Chief Secretary to die charge-sheet 
issued to him. In the present case even die reply of the 
workman was not called for. I am, therefore, of the view that 
the enquiry was not conducted according to the principle 
of natural justice and it was not fair. It vitiates foe entire 
enquiry proceedings. Issue No. 1 is decided accordingly, 
against the respondent/management. 

Issue No. 2 

The charge against the workman is that while working 
on demand draft seat, she fraudulently removed one DD 
leaf front the DD Book and used that leaf as DD for 
Rs. 36,000 in favour of one Kewal Krishan to get financial 
benefit from said Kewal Krishan and this act of the 
workman amounts to gross negligence constituting an act 
of gross misconduct. 

The case of the workman is that sin had issued a 
cheque of his own account On the said DD leaf and she 
had not used the DD leaf as Demand Draft. 

It is important to note that it has been stated in the 
charge-sheet that the DD leaf was used as DD for foe amount 
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but it has been admitted by the respondent/management 
in its written statement in para 4 on merits that the DD leaf 
had been issued by the workman as a cheque. 

It was argued by the learned counsel of the workman 
that from the DD leaf in question, which has been filed by 
the management witness and is marked as Ex. M-I/fl it is 
clear that the workman had filled her own Account No. 
and it was Account Payee and it shows that it was to be 
used as a cheque only after clearance from the personal 
account of the workman. It was not intended to cause any 
financial loss to the bank hence, she cannot be held guilty 
of any misconduct. She had inadvertently used the DD 
leaf as cheque. It was only an innocent mistake on her part. 

It was not shown by the parties as to what is meant 
by the term ‘gross negligence’ and whether it has been 
defined in the Memorandum of Settlement. As per Section 
3 of Indian Trust Act, gross negligence means the 
negligence marked by total or nearly total disregard for the 
rights of others arid by total or nearly total indifference to 
the consequences of an act. 

In common parlance negligence is the absence of 
proper care caution and diligence; of such care caution 
and diligence, as under the circumstance reasonable and 
ordinary prudence would require to be exercised. 

From Clause 5(j) of Memorandum of Settlement dated 
10-04-2002 as quoted in the charge-sheet gross misconduct 

means:- 

(i) Doing any act prejudicial to the interest of the 
bank; or 

(ii) Gross negligence; or 

(iii) Negligence involving or likely to involved 
banking serious loss. 

It is clear from Clause 5(j) of the Memorandum of 
Settlement that gross negligence itself is a gross 
misconduct and it is different from negligence involved or 
likely to involve bank in serious loss. 

Going by the definition of‘gross negligence’ given 
in the Indian Trust Act, the existence of the rights of other 
persons or the consequence of the alleged act is a must to 
constitute a gross negligence. In the present case neither 
the rights of other persons were involved nor was the 
alleged act of the workman was of any consequence. 
Therefore, she cannot be held guilty of a gross negligence. 
No doubt she committed a mistake in using the DD leaf 
instead of using a cheque leaf from her cheque book and 
she may be considered careless towards her duties but her 
negligence does not involve bank in a loss nor it is 
prejudicial to the interest of bank. Therefore, the disciplinary 
authority was wrong in holding the workman guilt of gross 
misconduct and punishing her for the same. The workman 
may be guilty of a minor misconduct and could have been 
punished for the same if the Memorandum of Settlement 
or any other rules provide for the same. Issue No. 2 is 


decided in favour of the workman and against the 
management/respondent accordingly. 

issue No. 3 & 4 

It has been argued by die learned counsel for die 
Workman that the alleged act of the workman was an 
irinocent mistake on her part without any ill motive or mala 
fide intention to cause any loss to the bank arid neither 
any loss was expected nor it was caused to the 
management hence, no disciplinary action was warranted 
ih this case and the workman is entitled to the relief sought. 

The learned counsel for the management on the other 
hand has cited: 

(1) Chairman and Managing Director V.S.P. Versus 
Sri Goparaju Sri Prabhakara Hari Babu (2008) 5 
SCC 569; 

(2) Regional Manager, U.P. S.R.T.C. Versus Hori Lai 
(2003) 3 SCC 605; 

(3) State Bank of India Versus Bela Bagchi AIR2005 
SC 3272. 

about die judicial review of the punishment. But in the 
present case the review of punishment is not involved. It 
has been held that without affording any opportunity to 
the workman to put his defence in answer to charge-sheet 
and appointing the Enquiry Officer simultaneously with 
the issuance of charge-sheet was not proper and the 
dnquiry was not fair on this account and further the 
workman is not guilty of gross misconduct and she cannot 
be punished for the same. It is, therefore, clear that the 
action of the management of Zonal Manager, Bank of India, 
Ludhiana Zone, Ludhiana to dismiss the workman from 
service on the allegation of removing one DD leaf and 
issuing the same for financial benefit of Rs. 36,000 is illegal 
ahd unjustified. The punishment order is therefore, set aside 
and the management is directed to reinstate the workman 
Within 15 days from receiving die copy of the award. The 
Workman will be entitled to the continuity of service and 
fiill back wages. Let two copies of award after due 
compliance be sent to the Central Government for further 
necessary action. 

ASHOK KUMAR RASTOGI, Presiding Officer 
^1^ft,31 ^Frefi,2011 

WJT.31T. 621.—1947 (1947 
14) 3ft qm 17 ^ aqw i 

aftdtPrer fsm 3 

Egri/gw ^ TO tiwi 75/2009) 

Wft «4» l fVlri 4^4 *U4>K ^ 25-1-2011 

fSIT *TT I 

[V. TT^T-12011 /30/2009-3d$ 31R(*ft-II) ] 

Wfar fraw, 
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S. O. 621. In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
G ovexrm entheoefcy publishes the Award (Ref. No. 75 / 
2009) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in re lation 
to the management of Indian Bank and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
25-1-2011. 

[No. L-12011/30Z2009-IR (B-U)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALtCUM-LABOUR court, 
CHENNAI 

Thursday, the 20th January, 2011 

Present: A. N. Janardanan, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 75/2009 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between 
the Management of Indian Bank and their Workman] 

BETWEEN 

Sri P. Chakaravarthy : 1st Party/Petitioner 


Vs. 

The Asstt. General Manager : 2nd Party/Respondent 

(HRM) 

Indian Bank 
Circle Office 
Chennai 

APPEARANCE: 

For the 1st Party/Petitioner : Sri J. Thomas Jeyapra- 

bhakaran, Authorised 
Representative 

For the 2nd Party/ : Sri R. Dakshinamurthy, 

Management Authorized 

Representative 


AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Order No. L-12011/30/2009-IR (B-II) dated 18-8-2009 
referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication. 

The Schedule mentioned in that order is: 


“Whether the action of the management of Indian 
Bank in imposing the penalty of compulsory 
retirement on Sri P. Chakaravarthy is legal and 
justified? What relief the concerned workman is 
entitled to ?” 

2. After the receipt of Industrial Dispute, this Tribunal 
has numbered it as ID 75/2009 and issued notices to both 
sides. Both sides entered appearance through their 
Authorized Representatives and filed their Claim, Counter 
and Rejoinder Statements es the case may be. 

3. The Claim Statement averments, bereft of 
unnecessary details are as follows : 

Petitioner who joined the services of the Respondent/ 
Bank as sub-Staff in Odugathur Branch in Vellore District 
was proceeded against by way of disciplinary action for 
allegations ofhaving fraudulently withdrawn Rs. 44,000 at 
Rs. 22,000each on 17-5-2004 and 18-5-2004 colluding with 
Mr. M. Ramachandran, Peon. They jointly gave a letter 
dated i 6-8-2004 accepting the withdrawal from the SB A/c 
No, 12989 of Late Mr. G Dhanakotti forging the signature 
of 8* deceased depositor and undertaking to remit the 
amo trt, which accordingly was remitted at Rs. 31,000 
undet his sign on 20-8-2004. The acts are prejudicial to the 
bank. Charges Sheet was issued on 17-6-2005 that he in 
collusion add conspiracy with Ramesh and Mr. M. 
Ramachandran enabled Mr. Ramesh to fraudulently 
withdraw the Amounts. In the enquiry held from 11-8-2005 
MEX-1 to MI X-19 were marked on the Respondent’s side. 
Following the report of enquiry dated 10-7-2006 after the 
comments of the petitioner and after personal hearing the 
proposed punishment of Compulsory Retirement with 
superannuation benefits was imposed on 09-12-2006. 
Appeal filed on 20-1-2007 was dismissed on 06-2-2008. 
Confession was obtained under coercion. It was in the 
presence of Panchdyat and Policeman. The receiver of the 
deceased party’s motley named only Ramachandran and 
not petitioner. Compulsory Retirement is illegal and 
unjustified being in victimization and unfair labour practice. 
Money was handed over to Ramachandran only. The guilt 
is not established against the petitioner. Hence the claim 
for reinstatement with all benefits. 

4. Counter Statement contentions briefly read as 
follows: 

On 17-04-2004 there was a credit balance of 
Rs. 44,257 in the SB A/c of deceased Dhanakotti. On 
13-08-2004 one Mrs. Amsa made a death claim application 
for Rs. 44,257 of her deceased husband died on 17-4-2004. 

On verification the alleged withdrawals were seen made 
purported to have been signed by deceased Dhanakotti 
leaving a balance of only Rs. 257. The unauthorized 
withdrawal was reported by Amsa to Serpadi Village 
Panchayat whose official on 14-8-2004 came and enquired 
before whom Petitioner and M. Ramachandran admitted 
the withdrawal. They also gave a joint statement on 
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16-8-2004. On 20-8-2004 Petitioner remitted Rs. 31,000 and 
Ramachandran remitted Rs. 13,000. It was revealed in 
investigation that petitioner and Ramachandran conspired 
with K. Ramesh, petitioner's relative giving him a duplicate 
Pass Book of the SB Account With a filled-in withdrawal 
slip dated 17-5-2004 for Rs. 22,000 and with a request to 
present it on which day the Manager and the Asstt. 
Manager were on leave and the Asstt. Manager of the 
Vaniyambadi Branch was acting. M. Ramachandran 
unauthorizedly made the withdrawal entry in the ledger 
and issued token to Ramesh. Ramachandran also 
persuaded the Manager-in-Charge to pass the withdrawal.' 
Ramesh collected the amount. Other amount of Rs. 22,000 
was withdrawn on 18-05-2004. No reply was given by 
petitioner to the Show Cause Notice issued on 20-11 -2004. 
Petitioner and his wife were also examined in the enquiry. 
Charges were proved and the proposed punishment of 
Compulsory Retirement was imposed which is only 
justified and valid with no scope for interference. Nexus 
between the petitioner and the withdrawal is established in 
evidence. Respondent lost confidence in the petitioner. 
Punishment is to be upheld. 

5. Rejoinder Statement allegations in a nutshell are 

as follows: 

M. Ramachandran is the brain behind the happening. 
The Petitioner has been falsely implicated. Petitioner was 
not aware of handing over of the amount to Ramachandran. 
Fearing threat to life of petitioner his wife only prevailed 
upon petitioner to remit Rs. 31,000. 

6. Points for consideration are: 

(0 Whether the compulsory retirement of the 
petitioner is legal and justified? 

(ii) To what relief the concerned workman is entitled? 

7. The evidence consists of the oral evidence of WW1 
and Ex. W1 and Ex.W2 on the petitioner's side and Ex.M 1 to 
Ex.M19 on the Respondent's side, all marked on consent 
with no oral evidence adduced on the Respondent's side. 

Points (i) & (ii) 

8. Heard the representatives on either side and 
perused the records. It is orally argued on behalf of the 
petitioner that while the charge is that the petitioner 
instigated the fraudulent withdrawal through another 
employee M. Ramachandran to withdraw the amount, he 
alone is proceeded against by issuing Charge Sheet. The 
confession statement could be seen to be fabricated after 
obtaining signatures thereon. It is argued that the 
Admission Letter was signed under coercion in the 
presence of Panchayat people and Policeman also. Since 
there was threat to the life of the petitioner on the 
persuasion of petitioner’s wife he was signing and the same 
is not voluntary. Accordingly only the amounts were also 
got remitted back into the bank. The petitioner has been 


made a scapegoat by being put into trap at the bank 
whereto Panchayat people were collected noticeably in 
the presence of a Policeman. If the statement was not signed 
it had been made to appear that the whole staff would have 
been beaten up by those who gathered there as Panchayat 
ipeople and others. Evidently, money was paid to 
iRamachandran only and not to the petitioner. There is no 
evidence to show who forged die signature of the account 
'holder. 

9. The contra contentions on behalf of the 
Respondent are that the petitioner was colluding to 
withdraw the amount through Ramachandran, Sub-Staff 
with the assistance of Ramesh, a relative of both. The 
guilt is admitted by die petitioner and the same is voluntary 
and is not out of any coercion. The intention of the 
petitioner was to remit back the withdrawn money before 
a claim is made on account of the death of Dhanakotti. 
Though petitioner has a case of having signed the 
confession letter under compulsion he has not had such 
a stand for a long time. If it was so why he did not lodge 
complaint to Police for such detrimental acts towards 
him as a normal human conduct? Therefore, the said 
contention is an afterthought. The signatures in the 
withdrawal slips are discemibly forged ones. They could 
also be found to be so from the FSL report. Only the 
petitioner raised dispute against the action. Only a just 
punishment has been given and the same is not to be 
interfered with. 

10. It is alien to comprehension why if the Co- 
Substaff Ramachandran has not been proceeded 
against. In spite of that there is no challenge against the 
inaction to proceed against Ramachandran, a Sub-Staff 
who has had a major role in perpetrating the misconduct of 
fraudulent withdrawal of money from the account of the 
deceased account holder. The explanation of the 
Management as made out in the oral argument is that no ID 
has been raised by him. What is stated by the Petitioner, 
that too in a sub-dued manner is that Ramachandran is the 
brainchild of the transaction. But that he has not been 
proceeded against is not whispered in the pleadings of the 
petitioner. Again according to the Bank that too stated in a 
vague manner in the oral arguments that petitioner alone 
has raised the ID. We are at dark as to what has been done 
in respect of Ramachandran, a co-delinquent who played 
active role in bringing about the fraudulent transaction. It 
is not known whether he has been proceeded against or 
not. What appears is that he has been proceeded against 
and dealt with by way of disciplinaiy action. That is what 
is spelt out from the oral argument of the Management 
representative. If it be that the other co-delinquent has 
not been proceeded against it is to be deprecated. It has 
not been put in black and white in the pleadings of the 
petitioner as to whether the co-delinquent Ramachandran 
Was or was not proceeded against in disciplinaiy action. 
What is mentioned is that Ramachandran is the brainchild 
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and nothing else. If actually Ramachandran also has been 
punished there is "suppressiovari" and "suggestio falsi" 
in the conduct of the petitioner with a misleading 
tendency. 

11. Coming to the petitioner, the enquiry against him 
discemibly went of well and the finding arrived at is not 
assailable as invalid or perverse. Though the confession 
letter is the crucial document for fixing the liability upon 
him together with the other there is nothing to show that 
the same is the outcome of any coercion or threat. The fact 
that the said document remained unchallenged for a long 
time without being called in question indicates that the 
same is a valid, voluntary and genuine document executed 
by the petitioner and the other. The fact that the amounts 
were remitted back by both the delinquents in quick 
succession on 20-8-2004 amounts to ratification of the 
admission by subsequent acts, a relevant aspect intimately 
related to the feet in issue. Based on the document, an 
enquiry was conducted in which the document passed 
through the ordeal of challenge at the instance of the 
petitioner in spite of which the same could not be rendered 
ineffective for being relied upon in a legal manner. That 
the amount was handed over to M. Ramachandran, even if 
true, as spoken to by Ramesh but apt to be un-creditworthy, 
is of no avail to exonerate the petitioner from the joint 
liability. Could it be taken to connote the idea that if the 
money had been handed over to the petitioner himself 
Ramachandran could not be faulted? The answer is an 
emphatic negative. That M. Ramachandran is the 
brainchild of the transaction is only to be rejected for the 
reason that it is a self-serving statement of the co¬ 
delinquent, the petitioner; attaching no credence. The very 
same admission of petitioner tantamounts to acceptance 
of the misconduct in another way. The petitioner has not 
chosen to mind to give an explanation to the Show Cause 
Notice which is not a normal conduct once he is indicted of 
a misconduct. No blemish could be found attached to the 
document, the enquiry or the finding as to guilt. The 
punishment being only Compulsory Retirement, the same 
is also just proportionate or commensurate with the gravity 
of the offence of fraudulent withdrawal of money 
committed by the petitioner. Therefore, the petitioner is 
not entitled to any relief. 

12. The reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 20th Januaiy, 2011) 

A.N. JANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 
Witness Examined 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner: WW1, Sri P. Chakravarthy 
For the 2nd Party/Management: None 


Documents Marked on the petitioner's side 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ex. W1 

20-1-2009 

Appeal preferred by Sri 

P. Chakravarthy against the 
punishment. 

Ex. W2 

Nil 

Letter from P. Dayan idhi, 
Panchayat President, 

Serpadi Panchayat 

Oh the Management's side 

Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ex. Ml 

10-1-2006 

Show Cause Notice No. 
COTAN/VIG/419/2005-06. 

Ex. M2 

17-6*2005 

Charge Sheet No.CO/VLR/ 
VIG/F280/102/2005 issued to 
Sri P. Chakravarthy, SSR No. 

41372, Cash Peon, Odugafeur 
Branch. 

Ex. M3 

11-8-2005 

22-8-2005 

8-9-2005 

8-12-2005 

13-12-2005 

16-12-2005 

Enquiry Proceedings 
alongwith exhibits marked 
therein. 

Ex.M4 

- ■ 

Summing up Sri M.GL 
Loganathan Enquiry Officer. 

Ex.M5 


Defence summing received on 
16-5-2006 of Sri S. L. Suriya 
San. 

Ex.M6 

10-7-2006 

Findings of Sri M. G 
Loganathan Enquiry Officer. 

Ex.M7 

19-7-2006 

Comments on the findings 
of the Enquiry Officer by the 
CSE 

Ex. M8 

16-9*2006 

Second Show Cause 

Notice No.CO/VLR/VIG/ 
F280/247/2006 issued to 
the CSE. 

Ex.M9 

14-11-2006 

Proceedings of fee personal 
hearing held. 

Ex.M10 

6-11-2006 

Reply of the CSE for the 
Second Show Cause Notice 
issued. 

Ex.Mll 

9-12-2006 

Speaking Order No. CO/VLR/ 
VIG/F/280/353/2006 of fee 
Asstt. General Manager/ 
Disciplinary Authority 
imposing fee punishment on 
the CSE. 
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Ex. M12 6-2-2006 Orders of the General 

Manager/Appellate Authority 
under Ref. No. HRM/DPC/ 
093/2008 dated 6-2-2008 

Ex.M13 - Petition filed by 

P. Chakravarthy under ID Act 
Section-2(a) before Assistant 
Commissioner of Labour 
(Central), Chennai. 

Ex. M14 4-12-2008 Counter filed by the 

Respondent/Bank before 
Assistant Commissioner of 
Labour (Central), Chennai. 

Ex. Ml 5 31-12-2008 Letter to Government of 

India, Ministry of Labour 
from Assistant Commissioner 
of Labour (Central), Chennai 
Ref. No. M.7/17/2008-B2 
regarding failure of 
conciliation under copy to us. 

Ex. M16 8-5-2009 HO: HRM: Assistant 

Commissioner of Labour 
(Central)/340/2008-9 dated 
8-5-2009 addressed to Sri 
Rajinder Kumar, Desk Officer, 
Government of India, 

Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi. 

2011 

1J5T.3TT. 622.—SlfafiTCR, 1947 (1947 
7ST 14) m 

TTt.T^T. WRT* TFTO ^ 

ti 1 , w Owtwir 319/2000) 

1-2-2011 
mi 

[U ^T-20012/266/2000-^ m (#-I) ] 

it. W- W- aiteift 

New Delhi, the 1st February, 2011 
S.O. 622 .—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 319/2000) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court No. 1, Dhanbad now as shown in the Annexure in 
the industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. B.C.C.L. and their workmen, 
which was received by life Central Government on 
1 - 2 - 2011 . 

[No. L-20012/266/2000-IR (C-I)] 
D. S, S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1, DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference U/s. 10(l)(d)(2A)of I.D.Act. 

REFERENCE NO. 319 of2000 

Parties: 

Employers in relation to the management of Godhur 
Colliery of M/s. BCCL. 


Their Workmen 

PRESENT: Shri H.M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Employers : Shri R. N. Ganguly, Advocate. 

Ft >r the Workman: Shri R. K. Mukherjee, Advocate. 
State: Jharkhand Industry: Coal 

Dated, die l Oth January, 2011 
AWARD 

By Order No. L-20012/266/2000-IR (C-I) dated 
2J-10-2000 the Central Government in the Ministry of 
LuboUr has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2 A) of Section 10 
ofjthe Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, referred the following 
dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

i “Whether the action of the management of Godhur 

Colliery of M/S. BCCL in refusing to refer Sri Lalu 
Paswan to Apex Medical Board for ascertaining his 
age is fair and justified? If not, to what relief is the 
| concerned workman entitled ?” 

2. The case of die concerned workman is that he was 
initially appointed at Industry Colliery in a capacity of 
Line mazdoor and later on he was transferred to Godhur 
ct iliery in the Same capacity. The management introduced 
the service excerpts in the year 1987 and accordingly the 
concerned workman furnished his service particulars 
including his date of birth as 30-10-53, but the management 
recorded his date of birth as 1-2-1942 arbitrarily to which 
the concerned workman raised objection in the service 
excerpt at that very time. He had made an affidavit also to 
produce the management in favour of his actual date of 
birth as 30-10-53 with his application for correction of his 
date of birth. But the management never conducted any 
to edical Board Examination of recording of his actual date 
of birth. The concerned workman represented before the 
tn anagement several times for correction of his date of birth 
but without any effect. As per I. I. 76 of NCWA the 
management should assess the age of the concerned by 
the Apex Medical Board as the age of the concerned 
workman was also assessed by the Medical Board duly 
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constituted under the Chairmanship of Civil Surgeon- 
Cum-Chief Medical Officer, Dhanbad and the said Medical 
Board assessed his age about 45 years on 7-12-99. The 
management prematurely superannuated the concerned 
workman w.e.f, 1-3-1942 instead of 30-10-53 which is 
arbitrary, illegal, prejudiced and unjustified and violation 
of natural justice. Thereafter, an industrial dispute was 
raised before the A.L.C. (C), Dhanbad, which was ended in 
failure and ultimately this dispute has been referred to this 
Tribunal for adjudication. 

It has been prayed that this Hon’ble Tribunal be 
graciously pleased to hold that the action of the 
management in not accepting the age of assessed by the 
State Medical Board and in refusing the concerned 
workman to Apex Medical Board for ascertaining his age 
is not fair and not justified and the concerned workman is 
entitled to consider his age as 30-10-1953 and be re-instated 
with continuity of his service with full back wages and 
other benefits. 

3. The case of the management is that the concerned 
workman is a permanent worker of Godhur Colliery who 
was appointed on 18-10-71, At the time of his appointment 
his date of birth was recorded in Form ‘B’ Register as 
1-3-1942 and the concerned workman had put his signature/ 
L.T.I. in token of this acceptance of the same. Form ‘B’ 
Register is a statutory register maintained under the 
Mines Act. On the basis of Form ‘B’ Register the date of 
birth of the concerned workman was recorded as 1-3-1942 
in aii the records of the company. Service Excerpt was issued 
to the concerned workman in the year 1987 wherein his 
date of birth was recorded as 1 -3-1942. There is no variation 
of date of birth of the concerned workman in the records of 
the company. Reference to the Apex Medical Board for 
ascertaining age is called for only when there is variation 
of date of birth in different records of the company, but in 
the instant case there is no variation of age in any of the 
records of the company and hence it was not considered 
necessary by the employers to refer him to Apex Medical 
Board for ascertaining his age. 

It has been prayed that this Tribunal be pleased to 
hold that the action of the management in refusing to refer 
the concerned workman to Apex Medical Board for 
ascertaining his age is fair and justified and the concerned 
workman is not entitled to any relief. 

4. Both the parties have filed their respective 
rejoinders admitting and denying the contents of some of 
the paragraphs of each other’s written statement. 

5. The management has produced MW-1, Ohanshyam 
Pd. Sinha. The concerned workman has produced himself 
as WW-1 and has proved documents as Exts V/-1 to W-4. 

6. Main argument advanced on bshalf of the 
concerned workman is that his date of birt i *s 30-10-53 
but the management has illegally mention?* \ his date of 


birth as 1-3-42. 

In this respect management counsel argued that his 
date of birth was recorded in Form ‘B’ Register as 1-3-42 
which is a statutory register maintained under the Mines 
Act. He has also argued that the concerned workman 
accepted the same by putting his L.T.I. and it cannot be 
altered. 

In this respect the concerned workman argued that 
he has his age assessed by the Appex Medical Board duly 
constituted under the Chairmanship of Civil Surgeon- 
Cum-Chief Medical Officer, Dhanbad who assessed his 
age 45 years on 7-12-99. It has also been argued that when 
dispute of age has been assessed the management should 
have referred him to Apex Medical Board for assessment 
of his age. 

7. As per Ext.W-1, From ‘B’ Register, in which date 
of birth has been mentioned as 1 -3-42, he has joined on 
18-10-71. If his date of birth is considered as he wants 
30-10-53 then on that date his age was on 17 years which is 
not possible and if this date of birth i.e. 30-10-53 be 
considered then his date of birth on that date as per Form 
‘B’ Register merely just 18 years below which is not possible 
and permissible under law because less than 18 years 
majority cannot be achived. He moved application Ext. 
W-2 for correction of his age but he has not mentioned that 
he should be referred to Apex Medical Board, so that 
management can consider his case. Moreover, this 
application had been moved on 27-12-90 though he received 
service excerpt in the year 1987 as per Ext.W-1. Keeping 
upto three years it shows that he was kept mum, even after 
getting service excerpt as per Ext. W-1 in which his date of 
birth has been mentioned as 1-3-1942. WW-I in cross- 
examination has stated that I do not know if my particulars 
were entered in From ‘B’ Register or not. 1 cannot say my 
date of birth in Form ‘B’ Register is recorded as 1-3-42.1 
cannot say if I have put my L.T.I, or not against that entry. 

I cannot say if in Ext.W-1 my date of birth is mentioned as 
1-3-42.1 have not raised objection in the service excerpt 
but I have submitted application in this regard. 

8. Considering the evidence it shows that the 
concerned workman has not moved any application for 
assessment of his age through Apex Medical Board to the 
management. Moreover, if his age assessment of date of 
birth as 30-10-53 be considered then it is not possible to 
get employment at the age of below 18 years as he got 
employment on 18-10-71 and not completed 10 years of 
age. 

9. Accordingly, 1 render the following award — 

The action of the management of Godhur Colliery 
of M/s. BCCL in refusing to jefer Lalu Paswan to Apex 
Medical Board for ascertaining his age is fair and 
justified and the concerned workman is not entitled to 
any relief. 

H.M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 1st February, 2011 

S.O. 623,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes die award (Ref. No. 35/2000) 
of die Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- Labour 
Court, No. l.Dhanbad now as shown intheAnnexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. B.C.C.L. and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
1 - 2 - 2011 . 

[No. L-20012/246/99-IR (C-I)] 

D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, DeskOfficer 

annexure 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL No. 1, DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference U/s. 10 (1) (d) (2A) of the ID. 
Act. 

REFERENCE No. 35 of2000 

PARTIES: 

Employers in relation to the management of 
BCCL 

AND 

Their workmen 

PRESENT: Shri H. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
APPEARANCES: 

For the Employers : Shri S. N. Sinha, Advocate 

For the Workman: Shri B. N. Singh, Gen. Secretary 
State: Jharkhand Industry: Coal 

Dated, the 1 Qth January 2011 

AWARD 

By Order No. L-20012/246/99-IR (C-I) dated 
20-1 -2000 the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 


2. Written statement has been filed on behalf of the 

i oncemed workman stating that the concerned workman 
} a permanent of Central Excavation Workshop Sinidih of 
1CCL and has been working as Store Keeper of the above 
workshop. He was issued chargesheet dated 21-7-94 and 
Was put under suspension from 21-7-94 to 27-11-94. He 
replied to the chargesheet which was duly received by the 
Inanagement on 23-7-94. During the period of suspension 
p-om 21-7-94 to 27-11-94, the departmental enquiry in the 
Charges against the charge-sheeted workmen was 
Icompleted. He was paid subsistence allowance during the 
above mentioned period of his suspension, but even after 
Completion of the enquiry during the period of his 
jsuspension from 21-7-94 to 27-11-94 he has not been 
(communicated about findings of the enquiry officer 
(although from examination of the enquiry proceedings it 
will emerge that the charges against him as contained in 
I the chargesheet are not established against him nor he has 
(been supplied with copy of the findings of the Enquiry 
! Officer although after completion of the enquiry, he was 
I allowed to resume duty from 28-11-94 vide letter dated 
1 28-11 -94. Though the charges against him were not 
1 established still then he has not been paid his full wages 
i also for the period of his suspension over and above what 
! he was paid as subsistance allowances for the period of 
' suspension despite his repeated requests to the 
I management. Thereafter an industrial dispute was raised 
: which was ended in failure and hence the present dispute 
has been referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 

It has been prayed that this Hon’ble Tribunal be 
graciously pleased to pass Award holding that the action 
of the management in denying final decision on enquiry of 
disciplinary authority and not paying full wages to the 
concerned workman for the period of his suspension from 
21-7-94 to 28-11-94 is not justified. 

3. Written statement has been filed by the 
i management stating that the concerned workman was 
working as Storekeeper Grade-I at Sinidih Workshop 
Stores in the year 1974. In the course of making surprise 
inspection and checking of the aforsaid Sinidih Excavation 
Workshop Stores it was observed that 13 nos. of wheel 
shaft with the marking No. 3504344 were found missing 
! from the 13 packets under the possession and control of 
the concerned workman in the capacity of Storekeeper 
j Grade-I ofthe aforsaid Sinidih Excavation Workshop Stores. 
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Or detection of such theft of materials, a FIR was lodged 
before the Officer Incharge, Madhuban P. S. on 21-7-94 
and a chargesheet was also issued to the concerned 
workman on 21-7-94. It has been submitted that the 
concerned workman received 13 packets from the supplier. 
M/s. Diesal Sales and Service (India) Ltd., Katras Road, 
Dhanbad, on 21-4-94 against cash memo/delivery note 
No.662305. He made necessary inspection, checking and 
took the 13 packets into the store and kept the same under 
his custody, As per usual procedure, each pocket was 
required to contain all the parte comprising a set including 
the wheel shaft. It was surprising to know that only the 
wheel shaft from each of the packets was found missing 
and the concerned workman failed to explain the reason for 
the manipulation of the packets.so as to cause loss of one 
wheel shaft from each of the packets. The concerned 
workman submitted his reply to the chargesheet and a 
departmental enquiry was constituted to conduct the 
departmental enquiry against him. He was kept under 
suspension during the time of enquiry so that fair and 
impartial enquiry could be conducted in accordance with 
the principles of natural justice. The Enquiry Officer 
submitted his enquiry report and the enquiry proceeding 
to the disciplinary authority and some interested persons 
caused the enquiry procedings, enquiry report and other 
relevant documents traceless and the management could 
not take final decision on the basis of the aforesaid enquiry. 
He was allowed to resume his duties pending further 
decision of the management either to start denovo enquiry 
or to wait for the criminal action initiated by the Police on 
the basis of FIR lodged on 21-7-94. The management 
preferred to keep the matter pending till finalisation of the 
police report and the finding of the trial court with regard 
to theft of materials etc. As the management is hot aware of 
the outcome of the criminal case, has not yet initiated de¬ 
novo enquiry by appointing fresh enquiry officer and the 
presenting officer to conduct the departmental enquiry 
relating to the chargesheet issued to the concerned 
workman. 


was suspended from 21-7-94 to 27-11-94, but during this 
period he was only given subsistence allowance and his 
pay has not been released till now though he was not 
found guilty and enquiry report and findings were not 
supplied by the management to Ac concerned workman. 

7. In this respect the management's representative 
argued that regarding shortage of 13 nos. of wheel shaft a 
FIR was lodged but the management’s conclusion was 
kept pending till finalisation of the police report. When no 
chargesheet was filed upto such long tone and he was 
reinstated then it is duty of the management to release his 
pay for suspension period 21-7-94 to 27-11-94. 

8. In this respect Ac concerned workman is entitled 
suspension allowance which has not been paid by Ae 
management to him mid also salary of Ae period. In Ais 
respect management’s witness MW-1, Madhab Mishra in 
his cross-examination at page 2 stated that I have no 
information regarding Ae criminal case and its result I 
cannot say by whose connivance the file relating to enquiry 
has been mis-placed. Again he has stated that I cannot 
say if charges against Dubey were not substantiated 
therefore the management has suppressed Ae enquiry 
proceeding. I cannot say if criminal case is pending aga inst 
Dubey or not. 

Management’s witness MW-2, Amhr NaA Jha, 
stated in cross-examination at page 2 Aat those materials 
which were found to be missing had been received from 
CDSS Depot, Dhanbad on 21 -4-94. Against P. K. Sinhaalso 
who was working as Store Clerk during Ae relevant period, 
the same charge of theft was there, who was, later 
exonerated of Ae said charge and against whom also Ae 
enquiry was conducted. During the relevant period 
immediate Controlling Officer of Aeconcerned workman 
was Sri Madhob Mishra, Ae then Depot Officer. I am not in 
a position to say as to who had received those articles of 
Ae Receiving Section during Ae relevant period, which 
were later found to be missing. I do not know wheAer in 
the Receiving Section Aose articles woe received by 
Sri Madhob Mishra, Sr. Depot Officer or not. 


Under such circumstances it has been prayed Aat 
the Hon’ble Tribunal be graciously pleased to pass Ae 
Award holding Aat Ae concerned Workman is not entitled 
to any relief. 

4. Both the parties have filed their respective 
rejoinders admitting and denying Ae contents of some of 
Ae paragraphs of each oAer’s written statement. 

5. Thq concerned workman has produced himself as 
WW-1 and has proved documents as Ext.W-1 to Ext.W-3 

The management has produced MW-1, Madhab 
Mishra, and MW-2, Amar Nath Jha and has proved 
documents as Exts.M-1 to M3/2. 

6. Main argument advanced on behalf of the 
concerned workman is that he was suspended by charge- 
sheetNo. BCCL/Exc/SWC/94/I033 dated 21-7-94 and he 


Thus the statement of the management’s witnesses 
shows that they have no knowledge regarding criminal 
case and its result and enquiry file is missing and above 
statement of Ae workman Aat Ae charge against him was 
not proved. When Ae charges were not proved against 
Ae concerned workman then there is noground to withhold 
his pay from 21-7-94 to27-l 1-94. 

9. Accordingly, I render Ae following award 

The action of Ae management ofBBCL in denying 
final decision on enquiry by the disciplinary authority even 
after four years and not paying wages for the period of 
suspension to Shn G Dubey, concerned work man jg not 
just and proper. Therefore, Ae management is directed to 
pay foil wages to Ae concerned workman for Ae period of 
his suspension from 21-7-94 to 27-11-94 wiAin 30 days 
from the date of publication of the Award. 

H.M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 







[ rn 11-^5 3(ii)] %m tTO : Wft 2p, 2011/TOJ! 7,1932 1921 

1 TOft, 2011 


W.3JT, 624.—3fl«lPl1» flWK Sffafrm, 1947 (1947 
14) Him 17 ^ 373 ^^, *mn 

3 ftfte afaflPr* frrarc 3 

srfawr wrr-1, (tM Hm 27/2001) Hi 

U«mPnn i, # «£*s{l<r w^ik ^ 1-2-2011 ^URT 

I3ir«ni 


Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, referred 
the following dispute for adjudication to this 
Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. 
BCCL in dismissing die services of the workman 
Sri Chandrika Barhi, Clerk of Central Workshop 
| under Kustore Area is legal and justified ? If not, 
to what relief is the workman entitled 7” 


[U ^-20012/425/2000-3?!$ 3fR (Hi- 1 ) ] 

t tiftq i q m, 3 ? fV» )< l 

New Delhi, the 1st February, 2011 

S.O. 624.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 27/2001) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-1, Dhanbad 
as shown in the Annexure in the industrial dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of M/s. 
B.C.C.L. and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 

1-02-20H. 

[No. L-20012/425/2000-IR(C-I)] 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. I DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference U/s. 10 (l)(d)(2A) of I.D. 
Act. 

Reference No. 27 of2001. 

Parties : Employers in relation to the management of 


2. The case of die concerned workman is that he 
was employed as Clerk in the Central Workshop of 
Kustore Area of B.C.C.L. In addition to the general 
clerical nature of jobs assigned to him, he was also 
entrusted to send advice to E. D. P. department responsible 
fcr billing to wage bills of workers about die deduction 
small saving amounts in respect of the workers employed 
in the Central Workshop of Kustore. After payment of 
wages, he was responsible to deposit the respective 
cheques issued by the employer relating to deduction 
01 Small Savings to the Post Office. In die process of 
aloresaid nature of job, there is no lapse on the part of 
the concerned workman. The postal department has not 
made any complaint against the workman concerned nor 
any Complaint from the members contributing for small 
saving to the Post Office against the concerned workman. 
Tie signature of the members are quite confidential and 
it can only be seen by the authorised official of die Post 
Office for verification at the time of withdrawal of amount 
of small saving by the member concerned. As regards 
the domestic enquiry against the workmen concerned, 
the workman has not been provided full opportunity 
in course of enquiry to defend his case and the 
principles of natural justice has, been fully violated in 
this case. 


M/s. B. C.C. Ltd. 

AND 

Their Workman. 

Present: Shri H. M. Singh, Presiding Officer. 
APPEARANCES: 

For the Employers : None, 

For the Workman Shri P. N. Prasad, Advocate 

State: Jharkhand. : Industry: Coal. 

Dated, the 3rd January. 2011. 

AWARD 

2. By Order No. L-20012/425/2000 (C-I) dated 
25-1-2001 the Central Government in the Ministry of 
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In view of the above facts, it has been prayed by 
concerned workman before this Hon’ble Tribunal to 
swer the reference in favour of die concerned 
rkman. 


3. The case of the management is that the 
neemed workman while working as a clerk at die 
Central Workshop was entrused with the duties of 
nintaining all records relating to small saving scheme 
1 . Cumulative time deposit and was made responsible 
maintain account in respect of all the workers at 
ustore with regard to amount deducted from each of 
em from their pay slips, the amount deposited, in their 
ipective names in the Post Office and to deposit die 
heque on the basis of total amount deducted in the Post 
ffice and to ensure proper posting of all such amounts 
the name of respective account holders. It has been 
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stated that the concerned workman during the period 
from January, 1994 to 1997 developed a practice of 
depositing more amounts against his deposits and 
deposits of his son and associates by depositing less 
amount than actually deducted in the name of other 
workers and in some pases, he omitted to deposit the 
amount actually deducted from the pay slips of some 
account holders and by this process, he embozzled a 
large sum of Rs. 1,80,000 with malafide intention by 
fraudulently manipulating relevant records. He was 
charged under clause 26.1.11 of the Certified Standing 
Order on the allegation pf commission pf misconduct of 
theft, fraud or dishonesty in connection with company's 
business or property. He submitted his reply to the 
chargesheet denying the allegation levelled against him. 
The management appointed Sri J.D. Pandey, the then 
Sr. Personnel Officer, Kustore Area as Enquiry Officer 
and Sri D. Jha, Superintending Engineer, Central 
Workshop, as Management’s representative in the 
matter of conducting departmental enquiry relating to the 
chargesheet issued to the concerned workman by order 
dated 22-10-98. The enquiry was held on 19-11-98, 
16-12-98, 21-4-99 and 19-5-99 in presence of the 
phargesheeted workman. The departmental enquiiy was 
held fairly and properly in which the concerned workman 
was given full opportunity. The Enquiry Officer submitted 
his enquiiy report on 6-6-99 holding the concerned 
workman guilty of the charges levelled against him. The 
disciplinary auuthority examined the enquiry report, 
enquiiy proceedings and all relevant papers and 
documents and after observing necessary formalities 
pass the order of dismissal dated 8-9-99 dismissing the 
concerned workman from his service. 

It has been prayed that this Hon'ble Tribunal be 
pleased to pass an award holding that the action of the 
management in dismissing foe concerned workman is 
legal and justified and he is not entitled to any relief. 

4. Both the parties have filed their respective 
rejoinders admitting and denying the contents of some 
of foe paragraphs of each other’s written statements. 

5. The management has produced MW-1, Janakdeo 
Pandey, who has proved documents as Exts. M-l 
to M 5. 

The concerned workman has produced himself as 
WW-1 who has proved documents as Ext. W-l 
to W-7. 

6. The domestic enquiiy was held fairly and 
properly on 3-8-2009. 

7. Main argument advanced on behalf of the 
concerned workman is that no witness has been examined 
during the domestic enquiry by foe management, No any 


evidence could be produced by foe management, in 
course of domestic enquiiy, no any opportunity was 
given to him to produce witness by the Enquiiy Officer. 
No second show-cause notice was given to him. 

In this respect the management argued that the 
chargesheet was issued to foe concerned workman for 
embasslement of a huge amount of Rs. 1,80,000 of the 
employees for which concerned workman replied by Ext. 
M-2 and by Ext. M-3 foe Enquiry Officer was appointed, 
Ext M-4 is enquiiy notice and Ext. M-5 enquiiy proceeding 
and Ext. M-6 enquiry report. 

8. The concerned workman was appointed by the 
management to foe general clerical nature of jobs assigned 
to him, he was also entrusted to send advice to E.D.P. 
department and deduction of small saving amounts in 
respect of foe workers employed in Central Workshop 
of Kustore Area. After payment of wages, he was 
responsible to deposit foe respective cheques issued by 
the employer relating to deduction qf small savings to 
foe Post Office. In the process of aforesaid nature of 
job, there is no lapse on foe part of the workman 
concerned. He has manipulated employees money. 

In this respect WW-1, concerned workman, stated 
in cross-examination that I had replied to the charge- 
sheet Ext. W-2 and I was working as Clerk and I am 
a literate person. The entire enquiiy proceedings is in 
Hindi and I had put my signature over foe same. 1 had 
not given any complaint either before foe enquiiy officer 
or foe disciplinary authority regarding my allegation that 
I was not given opportunity to give evidence and 1 was 
not allowed to read over foe contents of my statement 
before foe enquiiy officer. 

The concerned workman with malafide intention 
connived with the Postal Staff of Kustore Post Office 
and embezzled a huge sum amounting to Rs. 1,80,000- 
which charges were levelled against him as per Cl. 
26.1.11 of foe Certified Standing Order of the Company. 
The concerned workman gave his reply in the charge- 
sheet. The enquiry proceeding shows that after 
preliminary enquiiy final order was passed and he had 
taken money of foe employees, detailed report and 
deduction of employees fund has been proved during 
domestic enquiry. Total deduction has also been enquired 
into by the Enquiry Officer and foe details of discussion 
is Ext. M-2-A and M-2-B. The concerned workman had 
deducted from foe salary of foe employees. The concerned 
workman had given letter Ext M-2 to the Enquiiy Officer 
on 22-8-97 regarding his confession about the 
embezzlement. He had given such application by his own 
hand dated 22-8-97. 

9. Considering foe above facts and circumstances, 
the employee who is maintining salary bills of the 
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management and deducted from their salary and after 
deduction deposited in the Post Office. He withdrew the 
money by getting signature on blank paper and embezzled 
a sum of Rs. 1,80,000. He has also given his confession 
for recovery of amount from his salary. 

It shows that he does this act and desire sympathy 
from die management, so the action of the management 
of M.S. BCCL in dismissing the services of the concerned 
workman. Clerk of Central Workshop under Kustore Area 
is legal and justified, hence die concerned workman is 
not entitled to any relief. 

This is my Award. 

H. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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j AND 

■ | 

Their Workmen. 

Present : ShH H. M. Prasad, Presiding Officer. 
APPEARANCES: 

For the Employers : ShriB.M. Prasad, Advocate. 
For the Workmen : None. 

State: Jharkhand. : Industry: Coal. 

Dated, the 17th Jan. 2011 


By Order No. L-20012/75/88 D-IV (AJ/IRCoaH dated 
24*11-1989 the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour has in exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, referred the following 
dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of Kapasara 


3rftre>W 3m w-i, wms ^ (tM Tfen 
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New Delhi, the 1 st February, 2011 

S.O. 625.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Reft No* 181/89) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-1, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of M/s. B.C.C.L. and theif workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
1 - 2 - 2011 . 

[No. L-20012/75/88-D-IV(A) /1R (C*Q1 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALNO. 1 DHANBA0. 

In the matter of a reference U/s. 10 (1) (d) (2A) 
ofl.D.Act. 

Reference No. 181 of 1989. 

Parties : Employers in relation to the management of 
Kapasara Colliery of M/s. E.C.Ltd. 



R^jwar and suspending nun uuriug 
Conciliation proceedings is justified ? If not, to what 
j relief is the worionaft entitled T 

I 2. The case of the concerned workman is that he 
hss been working as permanent workman at Kapasara 
Colliery since long* A quarter was vacated by Shri D. D. 
Sinha and Shri Rampafh Rajwar, concerned workman, 

_ ... J* _ tka nliarfor 


plied to the Housing Committee ror amnwg 
to him. Ameeting of Housing Committee was held on 27-4- 
gg to allot this quarter to die concerned workman. The 
Housing Committee appreciated the difficulties and need 
of quarter for the concerned workman as because he is 
residing only of a distance of 1/4 Km. from the colliery and 
he has his own house. The Concerned workman and the 
uhion represented before the management for allotment of 
ti e quarter which annoyed the management to suspend 
h im during the pendency of conciliation proceeding. 
Thereafter the dispute \W been referred to this Hon bie 
T ribunai for adjudication. The action of Hit management m 

denying die residential quarter to die concerned workman 
is ; not justified. 

It has been prayed before dd* Tribunal to answer 
the reference in favour of the workman by directing die 
management to allot the quarter to him and to pay him toll 
back wages. 

3 The case of the management^^^f ^ 

i apmn Colliety of the management 
ommittee consisting Of the representqj |y|S 0 * 

anagement and different functioni^trad^f^si 

vt VMiiiBirtn^ftFthewoife^n was allotted a quarter 
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in Kapasara Colliery which is situated near Premier Hard 
Coke at Mugma out of the 15% quota reserved for the 
management The key of the quarter was handed over to D. 
N. Kanjilal on 28-3-88 and he kept his belon gings in the 
quarter, but Rampat Rajbhar, Security Guard broke open 
the lock of the quarter on 30-8*88 and took away the 
belongings of Shri Kanjilal and allegedly occupied die s aid 
quarter forcibly. When Shri Kanjilal asked the concerned 
workman to return his belongings and vacate his quarter 
the latter abused the former and also threatened him with 
dire consequences. Shri Kanjilal made a complaint dated 
1-4-88 to the management. On receipt of the above 
complaint the concerned workman was charge-sheeted vide 
order dated 7/8-4-88 and was placed under suspension 
Pending enquiry. He replied to die chargesheet which was 
not found satisfactory. After conclusion of the domestic 
enquiry the workman was released from suspension with 

effect from 16-6-89. It has been submitted that the action of 

the management in not allottir^ a residential quarter to the 

concerned workman and placing him under suspension 
pending enquiry is fully justified and the concerned 
workman is not entitled to any relief. ' 

4. After filing their written statements both the 
parties did not take any step from 1-9-97 till 17-5-10. 
Registered notice was sent to both the parties on 20-5-10 
fixing the case for adducing pvidence by the workman on 
19-8-10. On 19-8-10 Shri B. M. Prasad, Advocate, for the 
management appeared but noneappeared on behalf of the 
workmen. The case was adjourned on that date fixing on 
22-10-10 for the same purpose. But again on that Hqt e 
management’s counsel appeared, but heither the concerned 
workman nor union representative appeared. It appears 
that neither the concerned workman nor the union is 
interested to contest toe case. It appears from the record 
that this case is pending since last 20 years. 

5. In such circumstances, it is needless to keep this 
case pending for such a long period. Accordingly, I render 
a ‘No Dispute* Award in the present case. 

H. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 

fteft, 1 Wfft, 2011 
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New Delhi, the 1st February, 2011 

S.O. 626. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
tadustrial Dispu^ Act, 1947(14 of 1947), the Central 

of the Central Govcnmjoia ^ THtowaksim-Labour 

Court-1, Dhanbad as shown in the Auncxure in the 
Industrial Dispute between toe employers in relation to 
toe management of M/s. E.CA. and their worionan, which 
was received by the Central Government on 1 - 02 - 2011 . 

[ No. L-20012/332/89-IR (C-I)] 

D.S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

mepqreihr CENTRAL government 
BRXJSTRIALTRB*^ 

In t he matter of a reference U/s. 10(I)(d)(2A) 
ofl.D. Act 

Reference No. 156 qH990 

Parties : Employers in relation to the management of 
Rajapura Colliery of M/s. E.C.LuJ. 

AND 

Then Workmen. 

Present: Shri H. M. Singh, Presiding Officer 
APPEARANCES: 

For the Employers : SfariB. M. Prasad, Advocate 
For the Workmen : None 

State: Jharkhand : Industry: Coal 

Dated, toe 19toJanuaiy, 2011 
award 

I3 ? By ° r<kr No * L-20012/?32/*9 IR«2 q*J-I) dated 

has, in exercise of the powers conferred^dause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, referredthe following dispute 
for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

“Whether the demand of Bihar Colliery Kamgar 
Union (CITU) for employment of the dependent son 
of ShnM.B. Patel, RajpuraCollieiy 

of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Ltd., w.e.f. April, 1983 is 
’ justified ? If not what relief toe workman is entitled 
to?” ; • 

2 . In this reference case both the parties have filed 

their respective written statements and rejoinders 
Thereafter by order dated 22-7-2010 the case was fixed for 
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adducing evidence by the workmen on 25-8*10 for which 
registered notices were sent to the parties. But on 25*8-10 
no evidence was produced by the workman though a last j 
chance was given, so the case was adjourned td 21-9-10 ; ft , 
for same purpose. On 21-9-10 also none appeared ohbehalf. } 
of the concerned workman. In such cfrcumstaiices, 1 was 
constrained to hold that neither the concerned Workman . 
nor the sponsoring union is not interested to contest die .... 
case. This case is of the year 1990. So, it is ndedless to 
keep this case pending so long. 

3. Accordingly, I render a ‘No r Dispute 1 Award in the 
present industrial dispute. 1 -u* u> 

H M SINGH, PresidingOfficer 

i vxzft, 2on 
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New Delhi, the 1st February, 2011 
S.O. 627.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 102/90) 
of the Central Government industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-1, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of M/s. C.C.L. and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 1 -02-2011. 

[No. L-20012/273/89-IR (C-I)] 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. I, DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference U/S. 10(1) (d) (2A) 
ofl.D. Act. 

Reference No. 102 of 1990 

Parties : Employers in relation to the management of 
Jharkhand Colliery of M/s. C. C.L. 

AND 

Their Workmen 

Present: Shri H. M. Singh, Presiding Officer 
APPEARANCES: ■ - 

For the Employers : Shri D. K. VERMA, Advocate 

For the Workmen : Nofte. " y 

• • / "• • • .SAi’H'. Ct.' i 

State : Jharkhand. . :. Industry.; Gpa) 

340GI/11—27 
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Dated, the 18 th Jtmuary^O 14 ; 

j i rot u award 

•:> r i By VMeirn;&2Wi2/2n/9$& &<&-!)> dated 
24-4^199(PtHe*Gehtraf of 

l t*bd&n 

(d| fbf sub^fibt^Ciywid snlw^fioh^AO^ion 10 
of thHhdUi^ dtDi^irtes^Abl, 4 W;tdftpdilrf^fewing 

" ^#crth<L&^ 

! £olhery c3fK4/st' Vf6\ jfe'^^^Dist. 
Hazaribagh by not promoting S/Shri Mahendra 
o >H- ’ Prasad, ($ BitwJfrKumar Chaudhury, (3) Yogeshwar 
; ©harti, (4) Shphhi Ambika Rajak, (6) Anil 

’ | Kumar and-P^JR^feachan Prasad of Jharkhand 
Colliery w e f. 29-9-86 and not making Payment of 




E igineering i Worfel tAsso^to. to file statement of 
claim inspite.of mpe^ted,notice, a ‘No Dispute 1 Award was 
piissed on 2}-fc-90:But on?7-f-9la petition was filed by 
# e sponsoring i^bh praying ^6 W&ti wd to 

hear the matter afreSh: i CdriSideriftg4he<Fdtitfe^of the 
sponsoring union the ‘no dispute?gt^A2^WP3^& aside 
and restored the reference to it^ origiital flip. ,„q 

3. After that both the parties appeared and took 
steps. But again the sponsoringunionfail^d to appear on 
sdme dates, thereafter the case was fixe^ for adducing 
evidehce by the management for which notices were sent 
to both the parties by registered pm tfcfcM&se on 
11 -8* 10. Since;, tho pas$ jelflteto tho,,x*ar 1990, a last 
chance was given to.^diipe evidence by the manaement. 

On 11 -8*10 neither the concerned worionen nor the 
sponsoring union.aprpeared..Jlf^peh c|i¥m^ 3 iM?es I am 
constrained tp Hoitf that, pie^er l^^cp^c^e^ ff? rkmcn 
n.dr |Ke sponsprup^ union'are^ ifit^estea fd,cPri^st the 

casefilrfher^ * L'tjuvq. ?(10-x-J oH 

4. Accord/pgty, 1 render a ‘No Dispute 1 Award in the 
present reference case. 

: 11 Officer 

’ "^ t h.lf^Yi2QilU;4 
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New Delhi, the Ut February, 2011 


S.O. 629.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Centre! 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No, 32/2001) 
of the Central Government Industrial THbunal-cum-libour 
Court-2, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial dispute between the employers In relation to 
the management of M/s, B.C.C.L. and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
KWOU. 

[ No, L-20Q12/321/99-IR (C-I)] 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFOf^ THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRJBUNALNO, 2, AT DHANBAD, 

Present i Shri KJshori Ram, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 10(1) 
(d)oftheI,D,Act„ 1947, 

Reference No. 32 of2001 

Parties: Employers in relation to the management of E. J, 
Area of M/s , BCCL and their workman, 

APPEARANCES} 

On behalf of the workman : Mr.S.N.GosWami, 

Advocate, 

On behalf of the employers: Mr.U.N.UU, 

Advocate 

State; Jharkhand Industry: Cosi. 

Dated Dhanbad, die 11th January, 2011 
AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, In 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Section 
10(1) (d) of the LD. Act. 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No. L-20012/32l/99-IR(C-I) dated, the 2nd Februaiy, 2000— 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Bhowra 
(N) CoIliety dfMr. BCCL in dismissing Shri Bhikha 
Maffick from die services of the company w,e,f, 
30-1-1995 is justified ? If not, to what relief the 
workman In entitled ?“ 

2. The case of the workman Bhikha Maffick (now 
deceased) is that he was a permanent D. C. Loader of 
Bhowra (N) U.G Colliery/Mines continuously since 
1-10-1979. He maintained his service without any stigiha 
during his long tenure. The management issued 
chargesheet dated 12-11-1994 for unauthorised absence 
from his duty from 22-9-1994, because he absented from 
his duty in order to attend to his seriously ailing aunt 
as a sole member of his family to look after her; despite 
his best efforts, she expired, subsequently he became 


ill and under went treatment, so the circumstances being 
beyond control he could not report.it and after his 
recovety and completion of Shradh Ceremony he 
submitted his medical certificate and requested the 
management to resume his duty but he was not allowed, 
Though the depertmentel enquiry to be held was fixed 
on 22-12-1994 yet it was a4jeurftad to 30-12-1994, foe 
enquiry proceeding was concluded on the same day 
without giving him reasonable opportunity to defend. 
The Enquiry Officer under influence and pressure 
submitted his enquiiy report without supplying its copy, 
depriving him of bis right to appealing before the 
Competent Authority, The aforesaid enquuiiy was not 
ftir, proper rathor against the principle of natural justice. 
Accordingly the management dismissed the workman 
from his service on the basis of the enquiry report which 
was quite illegal and unjustified, Besides that the 
chargesheet end die letter of dismissal being issued by 
the Project Officer of the colliery concerned who was 
neither competent disciplinary authority nor appointing 
authority under the Mines Act 1932 as well as the Certified 
Standing Order. The chargesheet was too vague, for the 
proceeding so his dismissal as a mqjor penalty was 
liable to he set aside and the workman was legally entitled 
for his reinstatement In the service, because his aforesaid 
compelling absence being unintentional was not a 
misconduct of higher gravity nor it lost any lien on his 
employment. It is alleged that the management has 
considered similar cases of dismissal for absentism and 
reinstated them in foe employment, Thus the case of the 
workman, whose wrongly disemployment might put his 
family members to distress, is worth considering. 

3, During the reference, foe workman since died 
on .23-2*2004 as per his death certificate dtd, 13-3-2004, 
has been substituted with his son Basdeo Maffick by 
virtue of his affidavit difod 2-7-2004 vide Order dated 
5-7-2004 on his petftfch, 

4. Whereas foe case of the management is that the 
original workman Bhikha Maffick was though working as 
D.C. Loader of Bhowra (N) U.G, Mine yet was a habitual 
absentee, for Which several chargesheet* Nos, 163 
dated 3-9-93, 193 dated 19-11-93 and 95 dated 4-7-94, 
against which he was given warning and 10 days 
suspension were confirmed respectively. Despite ample 
opportunity to him to improve himself, he could not 
improve up to the marie in his performance. His attendance 
during the last 3 years before his dismissal were Nil, 91 
and MS days in the years 1991, 1992 and 1993 
respectively. In the present case he unauthorisedly 
absented again from his duty since 22-9-1994. On filing 
his reply (Ext M-2) to the chargesheet (Ext. M-l) 
unsatisfactory the enquiry was conducted by the Enquiry 
Officer, who submitted his report (Ext M-5). The workman 
also participated in the enquiry. On the consideration of 
the enquiry report, the Disciplinary Authority found the 





3(ii)3 


mtmxmti TOrt26,20U/*w*p7,1932 


1927 


charges of habitual absentism and habitual indiscipline 
fully established, and accordingly dismissed him as per 
dismissal order dated 30-1-1995 (Ext. M-7). On supplying 
the copy of the enquiry report to the workman before 
his dismissal, he had accepted his guilty in course of 
enquiry. So the action of the management in dismissal 
of the conpemed workman from his service of the 
company due to habitual absentism is alleged to be just, 
fair and proper as per policy of the company. 

5. In the instant case I find that on the examination 
of MW-1 R. J. Ram, Personnel Manager posted at 
Sudamdih Colliery who had held the enquiry as the 
Enquiring Officer, the predecessor of the Tribunal held 
that the domestic enquiry was fair, proper and in 
accordance with the prineipjo of natural justice as per 
Order dated 5-4-2006. The aforesaid Mr. R. J. Ram as 
MW-1 in addition to the aforesaid enquiry documentary 
proof has also prated the note dated 13-12-94, enquiry 
proceeding dated 30-12-94, noteaheet prepared by the 
office of the General Manager dtd. 19-1-95 and the 
approval of the dismissal approved by the G M, on 
23-1-95 as Exts. M-3, M-4 series, M-6, scries respectively. 

FINDING WITH RESASON 

6. At the very outset I find worm noting that in 
the instant case MW-1 R. J. Ram has been examined 
as the Enquiry Officer on the preliminary point whether 
the domestic enquiry was held friir, proper and in 
accordance with the principle of natural justice. After 
holding the domestic enquiry as fldr and proper by this 
Tribunal on 5-4-2006 the case came up for hearing 
argument on merits. 

7. On the consideration the evidence of MW-1 
R. J. Ram the Personnel Manager at Sudamdih Coal 
Washery who held domestic enquiry against the workman 
Bhikha 'Maffick I find the following facts as 
indisputable ;— 

(0 The workman was a permanent employee as D. 
C. Loader at Bhowra (N) U.G Mines l.e. 16 A 
Incline. 

(ii) The workman faced the domestic enquiry for his 
unauthorised absence from his duty from 
22-9-1994 as per his chargesheet dtd. 12-11-94 
(Ext.M-1). 

8 . in the instant case, 1 find that the chargesheet 
(Ext. M-l) relates to two charges (a) Habitual late 
attendance or wilfol or habitual absence from duty 
without sufficient cause and (b) Habitual indiscipline or 
wilfol in subordination of disobedience of any lawfol or 
reasonable order of higher authority was under clause 
26.1.1 and 26.1,10 of C. S.O. (Certified Standing Order) 
respectively. So for as previous chargesheets as pleaded 
by the management in the W. S. having been issued 
against the workman as well as the aforesaid second 
charges of habitual indispline has not been substantiated 
by the MW-1 R. J. Ram as the Enquiry Officer. It ia 


settled law that the pleading cannot ba a substitute for 
proof a i held in the case of Manager, R. B. I. Bangalore* 
versus S. Man! and other reported In 2005 (105) F. L.R. 
1067 (!). 

9. All along the enquiry proceeding, the 
representation of workman as stated in his reply dated 
9-12-9-1 (M-2) as also In his statement (Ext. M-4/1) before 
the Enqujiy Officer is that due to serious illness of his 
aunt wiom nobody was to look after except him he got 
busy hi her treatment though she expired. The Enquiry 
Report (Ext M-3) also carries foe aforesaid statement of 
the wcrktnan under its para-5. 

10. The aforesaid chargesheet issued to the 
workman had the direction to him to explain in writing 
within 48 hours of foe receipt of it but such explanation 
of his conduct within 48 hours relates to Minor Penalty 
under clause 27,1 as contrasted with Clause 27.2 under 
hearinj; "Major Penalty” of the Certified Standing Order 
and fo s later sub-clause provides an opportunity to the 
workman to explain his conduct within a period of 7 days 
though foe concerned workman submitted his reply to 
foe chtrgesheet on 9-12-1994. On the consideration of 
the diimUsal order given by the management to foe 
workman (Ext* M-7) which is based on foe enquiry report 
dated 4-1-94 (Ext. M-3) 1 find that the workman was 
allegedly found guilty of foe charges of unauthorised 
absence as levelled against him in foe Chargesheet. But 
unfortunately only first charge for his wUftil absence 
from 22-9-94 has been proved against him and foe 
workman had folly justified his absence due to serious 
illneni othis aunt followed by her demise during foe 
domeitic enquiry. It is evident from the aforesaid stance 
of the management that foe workman was apparently 
victim ised because of his dismissal from the permanent 
service on foe vague chargee stated in foe chargesheet. 
The \crydismissal order dated 27/30-1-95 was issued 
by the Project bfficer who appears not the competent 
autho rity to do so. In addition to foe aforesaid facts, 

I find the glaring mistake on the part of foe management 
no second show cause was issued by the competent 
authority concerned to the workman about his 
punishment before dismissal as per the principle of 
natural justice. 

11. In view of the aforesaid finding 1 find that the 
punisvment of dismissal awarded to the workman 
concerned for his absence was quite disproportionate to 
his absence in Issue. Therefore, I hold that the action 
of the management concerned in dismissal of Shri Bhikha 
Maffick from his service of the company with effect from 
30-1 *|l 995 is thoroughly illegal and unjustified. Since foe 
worldnan died on 25-2-2004 as per his death certificate 
dated 13-3-2004 (a public document) during foe tenure 
of his service, his dependent son Batdeo Maffick as 
substituted petitioner deserves appointment on 
comf aseionate ground in place of his deceased fofoer 
late Bhikha Maffick as foe aforesaid dependant son 
Basdeo Maffick is entitled to. Management is directed 
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Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of M/s. B.C.C.L. and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government pn : ; 
1-02-2011. - ■ 

[No.L-2<X)12/220/98-m(C-I)l 
D. S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
. ANNEXURE, 5 .V, 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 4 

INDUSTRIAL TJUBUNALNO. 2 AT DHANBAD. 
PRESENT : Shri Kishori Ram, Presiding Officer. 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 10(1) 
(d)ofthel.D.Act, 1947. 

Reference No. 116 of 1999 

Parties : Employers in relation to the management of 
K us unda Area of M/s. BCCLand their workman. 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the : Shri Habu Das, die concerned 

workman * wotkman himself. 

On behalf of the <. , : None 

management . . . ; . r • ::1 - 

State: Jharkhand • ;: - Industry: Coal. 

Dated, Dhaiibad, the 17th January, 2011 
AWARD ; 

The Government of Ihdid, Ministry' of Labour, in 
exercise of die powers conferred on them under Section 
10(1) (d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No. L-20012/220/98-* l.R. dated, 29-1-99. 


5. From the perusal of die Memorandum of 
Settlement it is clear that none of die copies thereof 
bears die’ signature of the representative of^the union 
concerned, though it bears the signature of the workman 
Habu Das as well as those of the management authonty 
concerned. Yet the Office Order dated 28-2-2009, which 
has been filed along with the petition on behalf of the 
workman representative RCMS, mentions the nameof 
workman Habu Das along with other 11 workmen Aquh ; 
Singh and others; it mentions the regularisation of tins 
workman along with his colleagues in Clerical Grade-Ill 
'with pay protection. The'petition filed on behalf of the 
!representative union through his Lawyer Shri B. N._ 

I Singh, Advocate mentions that the workman/union 
i unequivocally but amicably settled the dispute in issue 
I with the management as also agreed by the management 
that the services of die workman Habu Das Has been 
regularised in Clerical Grade-Ill with effect from 
131-12-2000 mid on his transfer, he has been working 
■ i accordingly at Basseriya Colliery Kusunda Area VI of 
-V |M/s. BCCL. ^ ■ 

Under these circumstances, I find that the dispute 
| under adjudication has been amicably settled. So no 
j dispute exists anymore for adjudicaiton, as it requires no 
proceeding further for the present. Hence, the case is 
! closed and accordingly order is parsed. 

KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 


[Will—-ms 3(ii)j 
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4 , The present schedule uiider adjudication relates 
l o unregularisation of workman Habu Das in Clerical 
Grade by the management of Kusunda Area of BCCL, 
despite his performance ass a clerk as per order of the 
mnnflaement on various dales. 


SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Kusunda 
Area of BCCL in not regularising Sri Habu Das in 
Clerical Cadre although he is performing the work 
of a clerical as per order pf the management of 
various dates, is justified? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled to?” 

2. The concerned workman Halm Das is personally 

present. But none appears on behalf of the 
management. ’’'..Vp:/ 

3. Today, it is fixed for hearing over the petition 
previously filed on behalf of the union represented 
through Ld. Lawyer B. N. Singh, Advocate and also 
under the signature of workman Habu .Das as a witness 
accompanied with the Office Order of the management 
28-2-2009 as well as a petition along with a Memorandum 
of Settlement in Form H (in six copies) in the pen and 
signature of the workman. The workman Habu Das 
himself submits that he has got from BCCL Headquarters, 
Koyla Bhawan the letter No. 154 dated 28-2-2009 that he 
along with other PR/TR employees, who were engaged/ 
deployed in Mihisterial/Clerical job prior to 3142-2002, 
are continuing on the said job till the date, they have 
been regularised in Clerical Grade-111 witii pay protecion 
As such the workman prays for not contesting the case. 


W.W. 631.— 1947 (1947 
i 14) ^ *TTO17 

! 75/2005) # SWWfel?! ^ 

! 1-2-11 

T^.i??l-20Ql2/44/2005-3Ili3nt (#1) ] 

| 

New Delhi, the 1st February, 2011 
S.O. 63 K—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
| Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government Hereby publishes the award (Ref. N°- 75/2005) 

I of the Central Government Industrial Tribuii^-cunf-Labour 
! Courts, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexuce in (he 
! Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of, M/s. B.C.C.L., and their workman, 
which was received by die Central Government on 
1 1 - 2 - 2011 . ;>':• ' • - 
I (No. Lr20012/44/2006-IR (C-I)] 

^ D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2 AT DHANBAD 


Present; ShriKishori Ram, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 10(1) 
(d)ofthel.D. Act, 1947 
Reference No. 75 of2005 

Parties: Employers in relation to the management of Sijua 
Area of M/s, B. C.C.L. and their workman 
APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the : Shri Ram Ratan Ram, 

Workman Advocate' 


On behalf of the : Shri D. K. Verma, Advocate, 

employers 

State: Jharkhand : Industry: Coal 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 5th January, 2011 
AWARD 


principle of natural justice, and found him guilty of the 
charges. So the Enquiry Officer submitted his enquiry 
report (Ext. M-7) along with notesheeta (Ext. M-8). The 
Disciplinary Authority conceding to the finding of die 
enquiry report and in lack of non-representation of the 
workman in response to the enquiry report dismissed 
him as per his dismissal letter dated 3-7-2003 (Ext, M9). 

4. Further, it is alleged that before his dismissal, 
the Disciplinary Authority had considered past record 
of the workman and found him as habitual absentee; 
that previously he was also chargetheeted for his 
abientism and accordingly he was awarded punishment 
of stoppage of 2 S. P. R.A., even then the workman 
committed the same misconduct. His attendance for the 
last three years were found 153,152, and 73 days in the 
year 1999,2000 and 2001 upto 28-8-2001 respectively. As 
such, his dismissal was quite legal justified after holding 
a domestic enquiry fair, proper and in accordance with 
the principle of nature! justice. 


The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Section 
10(1) (d) of the l.D. Act, 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No. L-20012/44/2005- I.R. (C-1) dated, the 26th July, 2005. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Loyabad 
Colliery of M/s. BCCL in dismissing Sri Nil 
Madhab Bhuia from the services of the company 
w.e.f. 03-7-2003 is fair and justified? If not, to what 
relief is the concerned workman entitled ?*’ 

2. The case of the workman Nil Madhab Bhuia is 
that ex-M/L as permanent M/L had been sincerely and 
punctually working in Loyabad Colliery under Sijua Area 
of M/s. BCCL since his appointment on 25-9-95. Suddenfy 
he went to his village where he seriously fell ill suffering 
from peculiar disease, for which he got Baidic treatment of 
herbal medicine. After recovery from his illness.he 
represented before the management to resume his duty on 
28-8-2001 but he was not allowed to do so rather the 
management took long time to hold a domestic enquiry 
which was unfair and unjustified Being illiterate, he could 
not inform the management of his illness. But the 
management dismissed him from his service with effect from 
3-7-2003 without any rhyme or reason, so the workman 
is entitled to reinstate in his service with foil back wages. 

3. Whereas specifically denying the aforesaid facts 
of the workman, the management pleaded that though 
the workman was a permanent Miner/Loader of Loyabad 
Colliery yet he began to absent from his duty since 
11*7-2001 in an unauthorised way which amounted a 
misconduct as per clause 26.7.1 of C. S.O. Hence he was 
chargesheeted vide chargesheet dated 4-2-2003 (Ext. M-2) 
for his aforesaid unathorised absence. On receipt of the 
chargesheet (Ext. M-2) followed by notices Ext. M-4 & 
M-5 series. The workman submitted his reply (Ext. M-3) 
which was found unsatisfactory by the Disciplinary 
Authority. Consequently Shri Surendra Prasad, Sr. 
Personnel Officer of foe Colliery was appointed as 
Enquiry Officer by the Disciplinary Authority (Ext M-l). 
Accordingly he had held a domestic enquiry into the 
charge against the workman in accordance with the 


5. From foe perusal of the case record, I find the 
union representative of the workman in writing accepted 
the domestic enquiry as fair and proper bpt with request 
for argument on merit‘and in that prospective, on the — 
submission of Mr. D. K. Verma, Advocate for foe 
management the relevant documents concerning the 
domestic enquiry were marked as Exts. M-l to M-9; 
hence it came up for argument on behalf of both the 
sides on merit. 

6. In view of the admitted facts in the present 
case, I find the following facts as indisputable; 

(i) The workman concerned was permanent employee 
as Miner/Loader in Loyabad Colliery : 

(iQ The concerned workman unauthorisedly got absent 
from his duty since 11-7-2001 for which he faced 
the domestic enquiry by participating in it 

(ili) The case has proof of punishment by stoppage 
of his 2 S. P. R. A. awarded against the workman 
for his previous absentism in the year 2000 as 
apparent from Ext. M-8. 

7. On the consideration of foe documents which 
was exhibited for the management on the basis of the 
admission of the upion representative-cum-Advocate 
Ram Ratan Ram for the workman, I find that though the 
workman tried to justify his absence from the duty for 
the disputed period due to his sudden illness he had 
represented in the enquiry wjiich was he|d, he sought 
apology for it as apparent from hi# statement under his 
signature before foe Enouiry Officer and foe same 
appears to be contradictory as stated in his reply (Ext. 
M-3) (under his signatures). I am tempted to quote the 
case of General Manager, Hindustan Zinc Ltd-versus- 
Union of India 2005 LLR 328 (Rqjasthan High Court), in 
which it has been held : ‘Dismissal of a wo rkman for 
habitual absence will be justified even if the absence was 
due to alleged illhealth’. 

8. Therefore, I find and hold that the action of the 
management of Loyabad Colliery of M/s. BCCL in 
dismissal of workman Nil Madhab Bhuia from his services 
with effect from 03-7-2003 was fair and justified 
Consequently, he is not entitled to any relief, 

K1SHOR1 RAH Presiding Officer 
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10(lXd) of the ID, Act, 1947 he* referred the following 


dispute iu uus * nowiai wi «*jvivmv»mw„ ».vv * - 

L-20Q12/425/96-IR(CoaM). fe^ fe® 20th F^stiwy, 1998. 
SCHEDULE 

“Whether fee "notion of fee management in denial 
to regularise Sri Yogeshwar Yedav as Electrical 
Supervisor, T & S Grade-A since 7-1-86 is 
justified ? If not, to what relief fee concerned 
utfirkman is entitled ?" 


[R. ^-20012/425/96~3fflf3nr(-fe-1)3 ! 

NewDelhi,the lstFebruary,2011 j 

S.O. 632.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the j 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), fee Central | 
Government hereby publishes fee Award (Ref, No. 50/98) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour j 
Court-2, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure in the j 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to ; 
the management of M/s. B.C.C.L. and their workmen, j 
which was received by the Central Government on , 
1 - 2 - 2011 . 

[ No. L-20012/425/96-IR (C-I)] j 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer j 

annexure i 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (No. 2) AT DHANBAD 

Present; Shri Kishori Ram, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Disputes under Section 
10(lXd) ofthe ID. Act., 1947 

Reference No, 50 of 1998 

Parties t Employers in relation to the management of 
M/s. BCCL and their workman 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the workman : Shri Yogeshwar Yadav , 

the concerned workman | 
hin&elf. 

On behalf of the employers : Mr.D.K.Verma, 

Advocate. 

Smte : Jharkhand Industry: Coalj 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 6th January, 2011 
AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, i$ 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Sectioi|i 


2. The case of fee workman Yogeshwar Yadav is 
that with his Supervisory Ucenee/certlfieate in electrical 
tradefrom fee Licencing Board, Govt, of Bihar since earlier 
than 7*1-86 as a pre-requisite qualification for fee work of 
Electrical Supervisor, he had been independently working 
as Electrical Supervisor by performing fee work over high 
tension line, overhead line, these connected with the yard 
of 33 KV or 11KV O.C.B. and their distribution thereof in 
his shift as per entries in fee registers of daily log book and 
registers concerned of D.G, Station, sub-station Jealgora. 
From 28-1-94 fee works to be done by an Electrical 
Supervisor, were being taken from him in his shift after his 
posting in Bararee No. 6 Section of Bhulanbararee Colliery 
where he also performs the work of repair of overhead line, 
that of sub-station O.C.B., of underground mines, electrical 
starters, S.D.L Machine, Haulage, resistance and control 
as well as other high tension machineries. The aforesaid 
works were and are being performed by him independently 
as per Indian Electricity Rules by virtue of his aforesaid 
qualifications since earlier fean the aforesaid date, yet he 
was not regularised in T & S Grade-A Electrical Supervisor 
from appropriate retrospective date wife all benefits therefor 
by the management, though upon his persuasion and 
representation, fee management regularised him with much 
below in lower T&S Grade-C wife his designation as Asstt. 
Foreman not befitting for him wife effect from 28-1-94 only 
wife fee notional seniority from 7-1-86 which is contrary to 
fee Cadre Scheme to be followed In his case. Upon the 
failure ofthe conciliation in his industrial dispute raised 
before the ALC(C), Dhanbad, the ease came up for 
adjudication before this Tribunal. However, pleaded in the 
rejoinder ofthe workman that he comes under NCWA, and 
that aperson having 3 or more than 3 years experience wife 
the Supervisory licence for surface is to be promoted as an 
Electrical Supervisor in the aforesaid Grade-A. 

3. Whereas the pleadings of the management as the 
opposite party is feat he is not a workman as defined in the 
l.D, Act, 1947. He only supervises fee job ofthe workman 
ofthe colliery, but doingnot any manual job. T hi workman 
Yogeshwar Yadav was posted as Electrician in Cat. VI at 
D.G Station of Jealgora, was subsequently promoted to 
T&S Grade as Asstt. Foreman Electrical with effect from 
7-1-86 having supervisory certificate for surface. Since his 
transfer to Bararee Colliery in January, 1994, he has been 
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working as Technical Supervisor Grade-C, his certificate 
was not valid for mining purpose, because promotion in 
next higher grade as for the Cadre Scheme for E & M 
personnel pre-supposes the requisite qualification- 
supervisory certificate for mining post, but the workman 
has no such essential qualification for it. Moreover, the 
designation of Electrical Supervisor, Grade-A does not exist 
as per job nomenclature in cadre scheme etc. of the 
company. However, on consideration of stagnation, die 
management provided him supervisory Grade-B under 

S.L.U. The present qualification of the concerned workman 
does not make him eligible for any regularisation in Technical 
Supervisory Grade-A. So his such demand is illegal and 
unjustified. 

4. On the secrutiny of the oral and documentary 
evidence as adduced on behalf of the concerned workman 
and the management, I find the admitted facts as stand out 
as under 

(0 Initially before 1986, the workman was posted 
as Electrician in Cat. VI at D.G Station, Jealgora. 

(ii) The management promoted him to the post of 
Asstt. Foreman Electical Grade-C with effect from 
1-7-1986. 

(iii) On the basis of S.L.U. (Service Linked 
Upgradation), the management provided him the 
wages of Grade-B . 

(iv) And lastly the workman does not possess a 
licence to work in the underground. 

V 

* 5. The contention of the workman in the back drop of 
his own case is that he has been possessing Electrical 
Supervisory Certificate issued by the competent authority 
on 7-1 -1986. But not a single document produced as a proof 
of his such claim. His further plea that other workman of 
the BCCL concerned possessing die same qualification of 
Electrical Supervisory Certificate have been given T & S 
Grade-A from the date of their certificate issued by the 
competent authority is untenable, because of the fact that 
it was never pleaded in his pleading. However, office order 
dated 16-7-1982 (Ext. W-l) as also contended by the 
workman, shows 9 persons as enumerated therein on 
passing their electrical supervisory examination followed 
by authorisation to work as Electrical Supervisor, were 
regularised to the post of Electrical Supervisor Grade-A in 
the pay scale of Rs. 722,... 1278 whereas admittedly the 
workman as an Asstt. Foreman in Grade-C was promoted. 
Office Order dated 22-10-2001 of C.M.E./Project Officer 
Bararee Colliery (Ext. W-2) shows that the workman 
Yogeshwar Yadav along with 2 others was assigned the 
work of Electrical Supervisor at Bararee Colliety which 
seems to have been passed for the purpose of smooth 
functioning and rationalisation of work concerned. So this 
proof by no means supports the claim of the workman. 


6. The concerned workman Yogeshwar Yadav as 
WW-1 on the basis of his present qualification has claimed 
for his entitlement to get technical. Grade-A with effect 
from 1986 instead of Grade-C as justified. But on the other 
side, Awadesh Sharma, Superintending Engineer (E & M), 
MW-1, ofteararee Colliery has dearly stated the claim of 

I die concerned workman as unjustified, because for getting 
promotion in the post of Electrical Supervisor, die workman 
must possess Electrical Supervisoiy licence (for surface 
and the underground) which is granted*by the D.GM.S. 
who is the licencing authority. In view ofthe present Status 
of the workman, Shri D. K. Vetma, Ld, Counsel for the 
management relying upon the authority; 2004 SCC (L & S) 
264 (DB), Ramanuj Prasad-versus-Coal India Ltd. & others 
has submitted as held therein, that ‘in absence of the order 
of promotion passed in his favour, the employee has no 
legal right/claim based on officiation in the promotional 
post for the last 10 years (para-7) appears to be plausible in 
the present case. I find that the claim of this workman for 
promotion to the Electrical Supervisor (T & S) Grade-A 
with retrospective effect i.e. 7-1-86 in baseless and devoid 
of merits whatsoever worth considering. 

7. On all considerations of the entire facts and legal 
position of both the .parties, I find and hold the action of 
the management in denial of regularisation of workman 
Yogeshwar Yadav as Electrical Supervisor, T & S Grade-A 
since 7-1-86 is quite justified and legal. So the workman 
concerned is not entitled to get any relief. 

KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 
1 Writ, 2011 

■SJT.3TT. 633.—3?[ritfw fartK SlfafWf, 1947 (1947 

^ wkt* ^ ^rtfarif ^ 

SFjarV'tf fife sfhatfe 3 4^1 q WFR aftetfe 

34 / 2003 ) ^t rarfifM wit ^t ^t 

1-2-2011 ^tTHRT33TT«m 

[R. T^I-20012/194/2002-3fn|3lR(rit-I)] 
^t. tjr. ritfrara tw, arferit 

New Delhi, the 1st February, 2011 

S.O. 633.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the* 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 34/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-2, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of M/s. C.C.L. and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 1 -02-2011. 

[ No. L-20012/194/2002-IR (C-I)j 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (No. 2) AT DHANBAD 

Present: Shri Kishori Ram, Presiding Officer 

in the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 10 (1) 
(d) (2 A) of the ID. Act, 1947 

Reference No. 34 of 2003 

Parties : Employers in relation to the management of 
Kalyani Project of M/s. C.C . Ltd and their 
workman. 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the workman : Shri Bharat Mahato, the 

concerned workman 
himself. 

On behalf of the employers : Mr. D. K. Verma, 

Advocate. 

State : Jharkhand. Industry: Coal. 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 4th January, 2011 
AWARD 

The Central Government of India, Ministry of Labour, 
in exercise of the powers conferred on them under Section 
10(l)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No. L-20012/194/2002-IR(Coa!-I), dated, the 10th March, 
2003 

SCHEDULE 
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it ha 3 been prayed on his behalf that since the 
anagement has provided employment to him with effect 
om 28-6-2010, for which this reference case was brought 
him, sp the union and he decline to contest the case and 
‘No dispute’ Award or any order may be passed. 

5. On the perusal of the case record, it is evident that 
case was running for the evidence of the management 
meanwhile the aforesaid petition has been filed for 

: »sing an order on the ground that he has got employment 
dependent son of his late father J ago Mahato (Jego 
ihato), Ex. P.R./T.R. The Learned Counsel D.K. Verma for 
management also conceded to it. 

6. Considering the aforesaid facts and circumstances, 

I find and hold that to proceed with the case under 
cc nsideration related providing employment to the 
pe titioner Shri Bharat Mahato as the dependent son of late 
Jago Mahato (Jego Mahato), Ex. P.R./T.R. which has been 
given to the petitioner by letter No. PD/MP/Apptt./9-3-0./ 
2710 dated 1-6-2010 is unwarranted, because he has been 
provided employment in Cat. I under NCWA..VIII. 
Tierefore, the case is closed, and accordingly it is held 
that the main issue in this reference has been settled. 
Accordingly the order is passed. 

KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 
1 2011 

e*T3*T. 634.— afalPl* 1947 (1947 

«I>T 14) *TTCT 17 

si 3^ ^ 

(^4TT^TT- 




**■■■ l (u i _l -L TS>V 




“Whether the action of the management of Kalyani 
Project of M/s. C.C. Ltd. not to provide employment 
to Sh. Bharat Mahato, dependent son of late Jego 
Mahato ex-PR/TR is justified ? If not, to what relief 
is the said dependent of the workman concerned 
entitled ?” 

2 . The case under reference relates to the providing 
of employment to Sh. Bharat Mahato, dependent son of 
iate Jago Mahato (Jego Mahato) by the management of 
Kalyani Project of M/s. C.C. Ltd. 

3 . To-day the petitioner Bharat Mahato as well as 
s:;n D. K. Verma , Ld. Advocate for the management is 

present. 

4. A petition filed on behalf of the union as well as 
the aforesaid petitioner along with its one copy and one 
photo copy of this appointment letter issued by the 
management to the petitioner himself present in the Court, 


to %sn 

[u ^1-20012/94/88 - St Sttf ^ (70-3T!$3TR(^t-I) ] 

arfwft 

New Delhi, the 1st February, 2011 

i S.O. 634.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 178/ 
1989) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court- 1, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management o ‘ M/s. B.C.C.L. and their workman, 
tvhich was received by the Central Government on 

il-2-2011. 

! 

[ No. L-20012/94/88-D.IV (A)-IR (C-I)] 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL No. 1 DHANBAD 



In the matter of a reference U/s. 10(l)(d)(2A)ofI.D. 

Act., 

Reference No. 178 of 1989. 

Parties : Employers in relation to the management of 
Dahibari Colliery of M/s. B CCL. 

AND 

Their workmen. 

Present: Shri H. M. Singh, Presiding Officer 
APPEARANCES: 

For the Employers : Shri B. M. Prasad, 

Advocate. 

For the workmen : None 

State: Jharkhand. Industry: Coal. 

Dated, the 13th January, 2011 
AWARD 

By OrderNo. L-20012/94/88-D.IV(A>IR(Coal*I), dated 
24-11 -89 the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section (2 A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following dispute 
for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of Dahibari 
Colliery under the General Manager, Chanch Victoria 
Area in debarring from departmentalisation of Sri 
Nand Kumar Singh is justified ? If not, to what relief 
the workman is entitled ?** 

2. The case of the concerned workman is that he 
was working as Clay Cartrige Maker under Sahadeo Sin gh , 
Contractor of Clay Cartrige supplier since February, 

1985under the control of the management, Clay Cartrige is 
an essential material used in blasting of coal comes under 
prohibited category of work given to the contractor, While 
he was working as such he got a letter from home foal his 
mother is seriously ill. He went home in the month of 
November, 1987. While at his home he Was informed by his 
friend that contractor and management are going to 
regularise the Clay Cartrige maker in which his name has 
been left out. The concerned workman and the Union 
represented to the management regarding regulariaation 
o the concerned workman but the management did not 
listen at all and hence an industrial dispute was raised 
which has been referred to this Hon’ble Tribunal for 
adjudication. 

It has been prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal be 
graciously be pleased to hold that the action of the 
management of Dahibari Colliery in deberring from 


3. The case of the management is that Sfl fcafoideb 
Singh was a supplier of eiay cartridges at the rates fixed 
between the perries. He was not I contractor for carrying 
on contract Jobs under the direction of rite manag ement. 
Therefore, the claim of the concerted workman that Sahadeo 
^h^was a contractor and he was a contract labour is 

regular bests, the man a g ement decided to manufacture clay 
Cartridges by engaging ft*s own workmen. The management 
did not went to remdk at the mercy of a Clay Cartridge 
Suplier. The management took the decision to select the 
cley cartridge makers Out Of die Workman engaged by foe 


uie jod or manu facture of cley 
cartridges. The management called for interview all the 
applicants who applied for foe fobs of ciav rariritW 


escartaining their previous experience The concerned 
workman did net apply for foe job of a Clay Cartridge 
Miadeer and his name did net appear in the list of workman 
smpleynd by Sahadeo Singh. Therefore, he Was neither 
Called fbf interview nor Was selected aS Clay Cartridge 
Mazdoor, as such not employed: Hence; foe concerned 
workman has no right to elaim for employment on any court. 
He Is not entitled to any relief. 


4. Both the parties have filed their respective 
rejoinders admitting and denying foe contents of some of 
the paragraphs of eachdfoer’s written statement. 


3, The concerned workman produced himself as WW- 
1. He also produced WW-2, Narendra Prasad Singh and 
WW4, Chandre Bhutan Mishra. The woHcmah has 
produced documents which have been marked as Exts W- 
1 toW-1 


The management has produced MW-1, Upendra 
Kumar Sinha and MW-2, P.K. Malaker. Management has 
proved documents as Exts. M -1 to M-4. 

a ^ order dated 17-5-2010 the case was fixed for 
19-8-2010 for hearing argument. But on 19-8-2010 neither 
side appeared inspite of sending registered notice to them. 
Again the ca*; adjourned to 17-9-10 for foe same purpose. 
On 17-9-2010 Shri B.M. Prasad, Advocate, appeared on 
behalf of the management, but even that date none was 
present on behalf of foe workman. It seems that neither the 
concerned workman nor the sponsoring union is interested 
for their demand, it appears from the record that this case is 
pending since 1989. 


B. 


7. In view of such circumstances, after hearing Shri 


through the written statements of both the sides and 


that the action of foe management of Dehibari Colliery under 
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tha General Manager, Chauich Victoria Area in debarring 
from departmantalisatiop of Sri Nand Kumar Singh, 
concerned workman, is justified and accordingly he is not 
entitled to any relief, 

This is my Award. 

H. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 

631,—3^#^ 1947 (1947 
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1-2-2011 m 
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New Delhi, the 1st February, 2011 

S O. 6|5,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 84/2000) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-1, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of M/s. B.C.C.L. and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
01 - 02 - 2011 . 

[No. L-20012/353/99-IR (C-I)] 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL No. 1 DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference U/s. 10(1) (d) (2A) of I.D. 
Act. 

Reference No. 84 of2000 

Parties ; Employers in relation to the management of 
Sijua Area of M/s. B.C.C.Ltd. 


Their workmen 

Present: Shri H. M. Singh, Presiding Officer 
APPEARANCES: 


For the Employers 
For the workman 

State ; Jharkhand. 


Shri D.K. Verma, Advocate. 

Shri S.C, Gour, Advocate, & Vice- 
President, N.C.W.C. 

Industry: Coal. 


Dated, the 11th January, 2011 
AWARD 

By Order No. L-20012/353/99-IR(C-I), dated 
28-1-20OO the Central Government in the Ministiy of Labour 
has, in ixercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (I) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of die 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred die following dispute 
for adji dication to this Tribunal: 

“Whether the demand of the Union before the 
n tanagement of Nichitpur Colliery under Sijua Area 
of M/s. BCCL to regularise SrijogindraNonia, as Time 
R ated Driver, since the workman continuously 
working as such since 1993 is proper and justified ? 

Ii : so, what relief the workman is entitled to T 

2. The case of the concerned workman is that he 
was ap] whited on 4-8-1986 as a piece-rated Miner/Loader, 
In the year 1989 the management engaged him as haulage 
Operator, a time-rated job, in Cat-III but continued to pay 
Group \-A Miner/Loader, without converting from piece¬ 
rated to time -rated. In the year 1993 the management 
directe d the workman from Haulage Operator to the job of 
Driver, a T/R job in Cat. V of NCWA on clear vacancy. Due 
to scute shortage of Drivers in Nichitpur Colliery, the 
workman was picked-up for the job,*as he had valid Driving 
Licence issued by the competent District Administrative/ 
author ty. The management neither properly recategorised 
the workman as Driver nor paid proper Category wages 
but also intentionally did not pay difference of wages of 
Cat. V and Cat. V-A. During die period from 1993 to 19% 
the workman had put in more than 240 days attendance 
each year. The management authorised the concerned 
workman under the Mines Act, 1952 and Rules made 
thereunder to work as Driver and did not give designation 
of Drii er but as Driver (T) with Group Wages of Group V-A 
piece f ated job. The concerned workman represented before 
the ma nagement several times for his regularisation as time¬ 
rated 1 >river in Cat. V but without any effect. An industrial 
disput j raised before A.L.C.(C) which was ended in failure 
and thereafter the present dispute has been referred for 
adjudication by this Tribunal. 48 employees doing regular 

jobs o'T/R were regularised in Time Rated in die year 1997 
but th!! workman’s case was not considered. 

It has been prayed that this Hon’ble be pleased to 
pass an award by directing the management to regularise 
the concerned workman as Driver in time-rated Job in 
Cat V - 

3 . The case ofthe management is that the concerned 
workman was appointed as a Miner/Loader and was 
working as a Miner/Loader. In the year 1993, the 
management gave an opportunity to the workman and 
posted him as a Driver (trainee) to improve his skill. The 
Time Rated jobs are divided into six categories on toe basis 
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of skill required for performance of such job. A General 
Mazdoor performed the unskilled job and is .fixed in 
Category-1, whereas the semi-skilled workers are put into 
CategoTy-II and other type of skilled workman put into 
Category-Ill to Cat. IV, according to the skill required by 
them and adjudging their capacity to perform the skilled 
job. When the piece rated workers offered the time rated 
jobs on some consideration or others, they are selected for 
different time rated job after necessary trade test and 
according to the skill required by them for performing the 
verious kinds of time rated jobs. They are placed in 
particular category according to skill they possess. The 
Union demanded regularisation of the workman concerned 
as a Driver in Category-V through an industrial dispute. It 
is relevant to mention that the promotion of any workman 
in a particular post is a managerial function and precgative 
of the management. According to the Rules and Regulations 
of the managemenHhe promotion is to be made through 
D.P.C. after giving equal opportunity to all workman working 
in the Indusrty. The demand of the Union is neither legal 
not justified. The management can not promote a single 
workman by way of regularisation. 

It has been prayed that this Tribunal be pleased to 
hold that the demand of the Union is neither legal nor 
justified and the concerned workman is not entitled for any 

relief. 

4. Both the parties have filed their respective 
rejoinders admitting and denying the contents of some of 
the paregraphs of each other’s written statement. 

5. The concerned workman, Jogendra Nonia, has 
examined himself as WW-1 and has proved documents as 
Exts. W-l toW-6. 

The management has examind MW-1, Babulal Turi 
and has proved document as Ext. M-l. 

6. Main argument advanced on behalf of the 
concerned workman is that he is doing the job of heavy 
vehicle driver since 1993. He was appointed as Driver 
(Trainee). In this respect the concerned workman has filed 
documents. Ext. W-l which shows that letter was issued 
by the management on 9-7-93 by which the concerned 
workman was transferred from HP Inc. to Nichitpur Garrage 
and as he was having Heavy Vehicle Driving licence his 
services was utilised as Driver (Trainee). Another order 
issued by the management Ext. W-2 on 13-9-97 which shows 
that he was transferred from one place to another place as 
Driver (Trainee). As per Ext. W-2/1 Release order dated 
24-3-2001 he was released as Driver from Nichitpur Colliery 
to Sendra Auto Workshop and as per Ext. W-2/2 another 
office order dated 2-6-2000 it has been mentioned that the 
concerned workman with other Drivers be placed in 
Excavation Category ‘D’ after successfully completion of 
total training of one year. Again as per Ext. W-2/3 the 
concerned workman was transferred from one place to 


another place on 17-3-2001 and as per Ext. W-2/4 Office 
Order the concerned workman was transferred from one 
place to another as Dumper Driver. As per Ext. W-2/5 Office 
Order dated 7-6-2000 the concerned workman was ordered 
to report for duty to S.E. (Excvn.) NCCP and as per Ext. W- 
3 the concerned workman’s name has been placed at SI. 
No. 9 for reporting to Driver (T) Cat. V. In this respect the 
concerned workman moved number Of application as per 
Ext W-4, W-4/1, ExtW-4/2 and Ext W-4/3 from time to time. 

7. Management’s witness MW-1, Babulal Turi, has 
stated in cross-examination that I cannot say if the 
concerned workman possessed the heavy driving licence 
when he was engaged as a driver. As per document proved 
by the concerned workman Ext. W-1, the management has 
accepted that he has got Heavy Driving Licence and so he 
was transferred from one place to another place on 9-7-93. 
Management’s witness also stated further in cross- 
examination that without driving licence nobody can work 
as a driver. He has stated that from 1993 the concerned 
workman is working as a Driver till now. I cannot say if the 
concerned workman deserves regularisation in Category- 
V. Still now he is getting wages of Group VA Miner/Loader. 
I cannot say if any disciplinery action was taken against 
him.'As per Ext. W-3 die concerned workman was proposed 
by the management to be given Category-V. 

The concerned workman has referred BCCL’s 
Certified Standing Order, letter No. D(PyPS/90/880 dated 
20-10-1990 in which it has been mentioned in Para 7.2 at 
page 2 that a permanent workman is one who is employed 
on a job of permanent nature for a period of atlieast 6 months 
or who has satisfactorily put in 6 months continuous service 
in a permanent post as probationer. It shows that the 
management has taken work from the concerned workman 
as Heavy Vehicle Driver since 9-7-93, so he is entitled for 
regularisation as time-rated Driver. 

8. Considering the above facts and circumstances, I 
hold that the demand of die Union before the management 
of Nichitpur Colliery under Sijua Area of M/s. BCCL to 
regularise Sri Jogendra Nonia as Time-Rated Driver since 
the workman has been continuously working as such since 
1993 is proper and justified. So the concerned workman is 
entitled to be regularised as Time-Rated Driver in Category- 
V after completion of one year’s service as Driver (T) with 
difference of wages. The management is directed to 
implement the award within 30 days from the date of 
publication of the Award. 

This is my Award. 

H. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 

1 writ, 2011 
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New Delhi, the 1 st February, 2011 

S O 636.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 12/1999) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-2, Delhi as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Gas Authority of India Ltd., and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 1-2-2011. 

[No. L-30012/147/97-IR (C-I)] 
D, S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIB1BUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 
KARKARDOOMA, DELHI-110032 

ID No.12/1999 


Dated: 21-12-2010 


In the matter of dispute between: 
ShriMurari Lai & others 


Authority of India and they should be regularized 
from the date of their appointment. In case it is so, to 
what relief these workmen are entitled to?” 

There are total 15 workmen in this case. Workmen 
namely, B.R.Bhorti, P.CJUCrishsnan, Bhopal Singh and 
Murari have amicably settled their dispute with the 
management in the Lok Adalat held by this tribunal on 
14-12-2010 and they have received the settled amount of 
Rs 45 000 each by way of banker’s Cheque in full and final 
settlement oftheir claim in this IDNo.12/1999. These four 
workmen have already submitted that with this settlement, 
their entire claim stands satisfied and they have no further 
claim for reinstatement, any kind of wages or any kind of 
other allowances/compensation. 

As regards the remaining workmen, 5 workmen of 
this case, namely workmen Ashok ( claimant no. 14), 
B.K.Santosh (claimant no. 3),Bholu (claimant no. 
15),Mahipal (claimant no.l2),and Umesh Aggarwal 
(claimant no. 4), have already withdrawn all their claims/ 
dispute against the management in this case. The other 
six workmen are not attending the proceeding for a very 
long time. They evidently are not interested in the outcome 
of this reference. In these circumstances, there is no way 
out except to pass a no dispute award in this case qua the 
remaining workmen which is passed accordingly. The 
reference sent by the Central Govt, in ID No. 12/99 stands 
disposed of accordingly. 

Dated: 21-12-2010 

SATNAM SINGH, Presiding Officer 


... Workmen 

Versus 

The Manager(personal), 

Gas Authority of India Ltd., 

Bhikaji Camma Place, R.K. Puram, 

New Delhi. 

I 

..Management | 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Order No.L-30012/147/97-IR-(C-l) dated 30-11-98 has 
referred the industrial dispute written in Hindi to this 
Tribunal for adjudication, the English translation of which 
is as under: 

“Whether the demand of All India Mazdoor Trade j 
Union regarding workmen Murari Lai and others as 
mentioned in the list who are employed through the 
contractor and working in Gas Authority of India 
should be treated as direct employees of Gas j 
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New Delhi, the 1 st February, 2011 

S.O. 637.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Govemmenthereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 67/2009) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-2, Delhi as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Go Airlines Pvt. Ltd., and their 
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workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 1-2-2011. 

[No. L-l 1012/56/2009-IR (C-I)] 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUN AL-CUM -LABOUR COURT-II, 
KARKARDOOMA, DELHI-110032 

ID No.67/09 

Dated: 20-12-2010 

In The Matter Of Dispute Between: 

Jitendra Kumar, son of Shri Lakshmi, 

Airport Employees Union, 3, V.P.House, 

Rafi Marg, New Delhi-110001. 

..Workman 

Versus 

1 .The Base Incharge, 

Go Airlines Pvt.Lt&, 

Delhi Regional 
Office, Terminal-I, 

IGI Airport, New Delhi-110001 

2. Die General Manager (HR), 

Go Airlines PvtLtd., 

J.N.Heredia Marg, Ballard Estate 
Mumbai-400001 

...Management 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Order No.L-11012/56/2009-IR(CM-I) dated 9-11-2009 has 
referred the following industrial dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication: 

"Whether the action of the Management of M/s Go 
Airlines (India) PvtLtd. as claimed by the Union 
in terminating the services of Sh. Jitender Kumar, 
driver, w.e.f. 16-10-2008 is justified and legal? To ' 
what relief is the workman concerned entitled?” 

Ever since the reference has been sent to this court, 
workman has never appeared. Notice through registered 
post was also sent to the workman, but he has not 
appeared. It appears that he is not interested in the 
outcome of this reference. In this situation, there is no 
way out except to pass a no dispute award in this case 
which is passed accordingly. The reference sent by the 
Central Government stands disposed of accordingly. 

Dated: 20-12-2010 

SATNAM SINGH, Presiding Officer 


638.—atailfh* few* aqffifan?, 1947 (1947 
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New Delhi, the 1st February, 2011 

S.O. 638.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 47/1999) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
CourtNo.-2, Delhi as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Indian Airlines and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
1 - 2 - 2011 . 

[No. L-l 1012/65/98-IR (C-I)] 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LADOUR COURT-II, 
KARKARDOOMA, DELHI-110032 

ID No. 47/99 

Dated:16-11-2010 

In the matter of dispute between: 

Shri Nitin Kumar Wahi, 

Store Helper Staff No.25605 1 
B-4/37, Ashok Vihar-II 
Delhi-52. 

..Workman 

Versus 

The Management of Indian Airlines, 

Through its General Manager, 

(Store & Purchases) 

Indian Airlines Ltd.IGI, 

New Delhi. 

.. .Management 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Lahoof vide 
Order No.L-11012/65/98-IR( C-I) &ted 22-1-1999 has 
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referred the following industrial dispute to this Tribunal 
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ANNEXURE 


for adjudication: 


The workman filed his statement of claim in February, 
2O0l. Thereafter, writteri statement was filed by the 
management. Rejoinder too, Was filed by the workman, j 
Vide orders dated 11 -2-2008 this case was transferred from 
CGIT-I to CGIT-II. Ever since the transfer of this case to 
this court, the workman has never appeared. No evidence 
has been led in this case so fari As the workman has not 
been attending this court sever since ^the transfer of this 
case to this court, it is evident that the workman is no 
longer interested in the outcome of this reference. In these 
circumstances, there is no way out except to pass a no j 
dispute award in this case which is passed accordingly, j 
The reference sent by the Central Government stands j 
disposed of accordingly. 


CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
ATKOLKATA 

Misc. Application No. 01 of2001 
U/s.33AoftheI.D. Act 1947 
(Arising out of Reference No. 07 of2001) 

Parties : Bangladesh Biman Employees Union, 

78C, Park Street (Ground Floor), 

Kolkata-700017. 

...Applicant. 

-Vs- 

Biman Bangladesh Airlines, 

(Bangladesh Biman Corporation) 

Chowringhee Mansions, 

30/C, Jawaharlal Nehru Road, 

Kolkata-700016. 

...Opp. Party. 

Present : Mr. Justice Manik Mohan Sarkar, Presiding Officer 

APPEARANCES: 


“Whether the dismissal dated 27-1-1995 of 
Shri Nitin Kumar Wahi, store helper by the 


fair and legal? If not, what relief the concerned 
workman is entitled to and from what date?” 


Dated: 16-11-2010 

SATNAM SINGH, Presiding Officer 


On behalf of the : 
Applicant 


Mr. Mihir Bandopadhyay, 
Vice President of the Union 


^ 2011 
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New Delhi, the 2nd February, 2011 j 

S.O. 639.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the j 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central j 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 01/ j 
2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ j 
Labour Court, Kolkata as shown in the Annexure in the j 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to | 
the management of M/s. Biman Bangladesh Airlines, and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 2-2-2011. 

[No.L-20013/01/2011-IR(C-I)] j 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer | 


On behalf of the : Mr. Safiqul Islam, 

Opp. Party Deputy General Manager 

State: West Bengal Industry: Airlines 

Dated: 27th December, 2010 

AWARD 

One joint application from die parties has been filed 
today and it is contained therein and also submitted by the 
authorized representatives of both the sides that the dis¬ 
pute involved in the present application under Section 33 A 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has been disposed of 
by way of a mutual settlement in between the parties and 
as the matter has been settled in between the parties. They 
do not want to proceed any more with the present refer¬ 
ence and a prayer has been made for a consent Award in 
this application. 

2.1 have gone through the terms of settlement in the 
memorandum of settlement annexed with the joint applica¬ 
tion filed today and I find that the terms are fair, reasonable 
and in the interest of the parties and the same can be 
entertained alone; with this application for disposal of the 
matter. 

3. In view of the prayer made in the joint application 
filed today and also by the version of the authorized 
representatives of the respective parties, let the present 
reference be disposed of on amicable settlement in terms 
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of the memorandum of settlement annexed with the said 
application filed today. 

4. In such a view, an Award on the basis of 
memorandum of settlement in between the parties is passed 
accordingly. The joint application together with the 
memorandum of settlement is made Annexure ‘A’ of this 
Award. 

JUSTICE MANIK MOHAN SARKAR, Presiding Officer 
Dated, Kolkata. 

27 th December, 2010. 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL KOLKATA 

MISC. CASE No. 01/2001 

BETWEEN 

BANGLADESH BIMAN CORPORATION (NOW 
BIMAN BANGLADESH AIRLINES LTD.) 

AND 

BANGLADESH BIMAN EMPLOYEES UNION 
JOINT PETITION OF COMPRISE 
The humble joint petition on behalf of both parties 
Most respectfully Sheweth 

1. That the above matter is pending before this 
Hon’ble Tribunal for adjudication. 

2. That both the parties desired to settle the dispute 
mutually and with that objective held prolonged discus¬ 
sions time to time as Dhaka and Kolkata finally reaching an 
amicable settlement. 

3. That the parties resolved the dispute and signed a 
Memorandum of Settlement on 06-12-2010. A copy of the 
said settlement is annexed hereto. 

It is therefore prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal will 
be graciously pleased to pass a consent award in terms of 
the settlement annexed hereto. 

And for such act of kindness the parties as duty 
bound shall ever pray. 

Sd/- 

Mr. Md. Shafiqul Islam 
Deputy General Manager Legal Affairs 
Biman Bangladesh Airlines Limited 
Dhaka. 

Sd/- 

Mr. Quazi Golam Mohammad (Panna) 

Secretary 

Bangladesh Bima Employees Union 
Kolkata. 


VERIFICATION 

We, Md. Shafiqul Islam and Quazi Golam Mohammad 
(Panna) do hereby state that the statements contained in 
paragraphs 1, 2 & 3 of above petition are statements of 
facts, true to the best of our knowledge and rest is our 
humble submission. * 


Sd/- 

Mr. Md. Shafiqul Islam 
Deputy General Manager Legal Affairs 
Biman Bangladesh Airlines Limited 
Dhaka. 


Sd/- 

Mr. Quazi Golam Mohammad (Panna) 

Secretary 

Bangladesh Bima Employees Union 
Kolkata. 

MEMORANDUM OF SETTLEMENT UNDER SEC 2 
(P) OF THE INDUSTRIAL DISPUTES ACT, 1947 
BETWEEN 

BIMAN BANGLADESH AIRLINES LTD. AND 

BANGLADESH BIMAN EMPLOYEES UNION, 
KOLKATA 

This agreement has been entered into on this the 
sixth day of December 2010 between Biman Bangladesh 
Airlines Ltd. here-in-after referred to as “Airline”. 

And 

Bangladesh Biman Employees Union, Kolkata here- 
in-after referred to as “Union” 

Short Recital 

Whereas 05 (five) casual workers as per Annex¬ 
ure A have filed case No. 7/2000 and Misc case No. 
01/2001 claiming re-instatement of service with full back 
wages. 

Whereas, the Bangladesh Biman Employees Union, 
Kolkata representing the workers before the Industrial Tri¬ 
bunal (Central), Kolkata. 

Whereas, alt the efforts for a settlement failed and 
the dispute was then referred to the Hon’ble Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal, Kolkata by the 
appropriate government for adjudication. 

Whereas, the disputes are under litigation for a very 
long time, both the parties considered to settle the matter 
afresh and expressed their desire to settle the disputes 
mutually. Prolonged discussions were held time to time 
at Dhaka finally reaching to an understanding. A 
memorandum of understanding was signed at Kolkata on 


j 
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20th November 2009 subject to approval by the Airlines QUazi Golam Mohammed (Panna) 

and acceptance of the concerned workmen. Secretary 


-sd- 

illeleigible 

Whereas, the Airline informed that Biman Manage¬ 
ment had approved and accepted the said MOU. 

Whereas, the union also informed the management 
of Airline, that the workers had approved the said MOU. 

In consideration of the above matter, the dispute has 
been resolved on the following terms and conditions. 

TERMS OF SETTLEMENT 

It is agreed by and between the parties that 

1. The airline will pay 1NR 40,000 (Forty thousand) 
only to each of the- workmen concerned in the dispute 
under reference No.7/2000 and Misc 01 /2001. 

2. The table showing the amount payable to each 
workman is given in Annexure A which forms a part of the 
settlement. 

3. The airline and the union with jointly approach the 
Hon’ble Tribunal with the appeal to approve this agree¬ 
ment and graciously be kind enough to pass a consent 
award on the basis of this agreement. 

4. The payment as applicable to the workmen or per¬ 
sons concerned will be made by the airline within 15 days, 
after such consent award by the court and subject to 
declaration as such, by the worker concerned as per 
Annexure-B which forms a part of the agreement. 

-sd- 

illeigible 

In witness here of, the parties have signed this agree¬ 
ment on this the sixth day of December 2010. 

For and on behalf of 
Biman Bangladesh Airlines Ltd. 

Sd/- 

Mr. Md., Shafiqul Islam 

Deputy General Manager Legal Affairs 

Sd/- 

Mr. Md., Sahidul Islam 

Deputy General Manager Revenue 

Sd/- 

Mr. Mohammed Alauddin 
Regional Manager (Eastern India) 

For and on behalf of 

Bangladesh Biman Employees Union 
Kolkata 

Sd/- 

Mr.Mihir Bandyopadhyay 
Vice President 

Sd/- 


Sd/- 

Madan Kumar Banik 
Vice President 


ANNEXURE-A 


07/2000 & MiSC 01/2001 


1, Mohammed Sharif 

2, Mohammed Kalam 
3; Umesh Raj Banshi 
4 Nanda Lai Turia 

5j. SatyajitSarkar 


Night Guard 
Peon-cum-Cleaner 
Sweeper 
Do 

Loader, Airport 


Rs. 40,000 
Rs. 40,000 
Rs. 40,000 
Rs. 40,000 
Rs. 40,000 


-Sd- 


illeigible 

Annexure-B 

Receipt 

I, the undersigned have filed case reference no. 
7/2000 and misc case no. 01/2001 before Industrial 
Tribunal (Central) claiming re-instatement of service with 
full backwages through Bangladesh Biman Employees 
Union, Kolkata. 


That during the pendency of the suit before the In¬ 
dustrial Tribunal (Central) effort was made by the union 
and the Airline to settle the matter out of court. 

That after prolong discussion a Memorandum of 
{Settlement was signed between the union and the Airline 
management and that I am aware of the contents of the 
said settlement and also gave consent as such in the 
platter. 

Accordingly, undersigned do hereby receive 
1NR 40,000 (Forty Thousand) being full and final 
settlement of the dispute as above and further 1 have no 
claim whatsoever against the Airline management in the 
matter. 


Signature of the 
Union Executive 
Sd./- illigible 
Signature of the 
Worker 
Sd./- illigible 
Name: 


Designation: 


Address: 

-Sd- 

illeicib’e 


540GI/11—29 A 
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New Delhi, the 2nd February, 2011 

S.O. 640. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 15 /98) 
of the Central Government Industrial-Tribunal-cum- Labour 
Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the management 
of M/s. Air India Ltd., and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on 2-2-2011. 

[No. L-l 1012/37/97-IR (C-I)] 
D. S. S : SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVT LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

PRESENT: Thiru G. V. Sankaranarayanamoorthy, M.A. 
(Socia.), M.A. (Pub. Adm.) B.L., D.P.M., Presiding Officer 

Tuesday the 30th day of November, 2010 

Central Government Industrial Dispute No. 15 of 1998 

1. B. G. K. Moorthy (Deceased) 

2. Mrs. Bhagavathi Raji (wife) 

3. K. Geetha (Daughter) 

4. K. Sudha (Daughter) 

5. K. Indira (Daughter) 

No. 75, Abilash Apartments, 

4th Block, SF-16,2nd Floor, 

Kannan Nagar, 4th State, 

Nanganallur. 

Chennai-600061. ...Petitioners 

Vs. 

1. The Managing Director, 

Air India Ltd., 

Air India Buildings, 

Nariman Point, 

Mumbai-400021. 


2. The Director/The Sr. Security Manager, 

Air India Ltd., 

Air India Buildings, 

Nariman Point, 

Mumbai-400021. ...Respondents 

AWARD 

This dispute has been raised by the petitioners u/s. 
2-A(2) of the I.D. Act, 1947 agianstthe respondent seeking 
backwages and all other attendent benefits. 

2. The respondents have filed counter statement. 

3. Today the case is posted for hearing. Both parties 
called absent. No representation on behalf of both parties 
till 5.00 p.m. today. Today posted for arguments of the 
petitioners finally as last chance. Inspite of that, the 
petitioners called absent. No representation on behalf of 
the petitioners till 5.00 p.m. today. It is along pending case. 
Even in previous hearings also, the petitioners called 
absent. Sufficient opportunity given. It seems to be the 
petitioners are not intrested in conducting the case. Hence, 
due to non-appeareance of the petitioners, this I.D. is 
dismissed for default. No costs. 

Dated at Chennai, this the 30th day of November, 

2010 . 

THIRU G V. SANKARANARAYANAMOORTHY, 

Presiding Officer 

2 RRRfi, 2011 
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New Delhi, the 2nd February, 2011 

S.O. 641. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.CGIT-2/ 
47 of2009) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court-2, Mumbai as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Union Bank of India, and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
1 - 2 - 2011 . 

[No. L-12012/44/2000-IR (B-Il)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL No. 2, MUMBAI 

PRESENT 

K. B. KATAKE, 

Presiding Officer 

Reference No. CGIT-2/47 of2009 
Employers in Relation to the Management of 
Union Bank of India 

The Chairman-cum-Managing Director, 

Union Bank of India, 

Union Bank Bhavan, 

239, Backbay Reclamation, 

Nariman Point, 

Mumbai 400 021. 

AND 

Their Workmen 

Shri Gurdeep Singh (Retd.), 

103, Carlisle Court, 

Clover Villa, 

66 , Wanawadi, 

Pune 411 040. 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Employer : Ms. P. S. Shetty, Advocate. 

For the Workmen : No appearance. 

Mumbai, dated the 5th January 2011. 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour and 
Employment by its Order No.L-12012/44/2000-IR (B-Il), 
dated 25-05-2009 in exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (d) of sub- section (1) and sub-section 2 (A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred 
the following industrial dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication: 

“Whether the action of the management of Union 
Bank of India in terminating the services of Major 
Gurdeep Singh (Retd.) vide Order dated 23-11-1995 
is legal and justified? What relief the workman 
concerned is entitled to?” 

2. After receipt of the reference from Ministry of 
Labour and Employment, notices were sent to both the 
parties. The notices of second party workman returned 
unserved twice with postal endorsement left address . 
The workman has neither approached the Labour 
Commissioner nor to this Tribunal. His present address is 
not known. There is no statement of claim on record, 
therefore, this reference cannot be decided on merits and 
the same deserves to be rejected for want of prosecution. 
Thus I proceed to pass the following order: 


ORDER 

The reference stands rejected for want of 
prosecution. 

Date: 05-01-2011 

K. B. KATAKE, Presiding Officer 
2 , 2011 
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New Delhi, the 2nd February, 2011 

S.O. 642. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 10/2010) 
0 f the Central Government Industrial Tribunal /Labour Court, 
phennai now as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
pispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Canara Bank, and their workmen, which 
tvas received by the Central Government on 26-01-2011. 

[No. L-12011/84/2007-IR (B-II)] 

RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRffiUNAL-CUM -LABOUR COURT 
CHENNAI 

Monday, the 24th January, 2011 
PRESENT: A.N. JANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 10/2010 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2 (A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between 
the Management of Canara Bank and their Workmen] 

BETWEEN 

The Asstt. Secretary : 1 st Party/Petitioner 

Canara Bank Staff Federation 
Vs. 

1. The Deputy Manager : 2nd Party/ 1st Respondent 

Canara Bank, HRM Section, 

Circle Office, 563/1, Anna Salai, 

Teynampet, Chennai-600 018 
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2. The Genera! Manager, : 2nd Party/2nd Respondent 
Personnel Wing 
Canara Bank Head Office 
112, J.C. Road, Bangalore-560001 

APPEARANCES: 

For the 1st Party/Petitioner : M/s Balan Haridas, 

Advocates. 

For the 2nd Party/ : Sri T.R. Sathya Mohan, 

Management Advocate. 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministiy of Labour vide its 
Order No. 1201 l/84/2007-IR(B-II) dated 29-03-2010 referred 
the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is : 

“Whether the action of the management of the 
Canara Bank in denying the stagnation to Sri K. V. 
Raman, Clerk after reaching the maximum stage of 
increment (20th Stage) in the year 1991 is legal and 
justified? What relief the workman concerned is 
entitled to?” 

2. After the receipt of Industrial Dispute, this Tribunal 
has numbered it as ID 10/2010 and issued notices to both 
sides. Both sides entered appearance through their 
respective counsel and filed their Claim, Counter and 
Rejoinder Statements as the case may be. 

3. The Claim and Rejoinder Statement contentions 
briefly read as follows: 

The workman K.V. Raman while working re¬ 
designated as a Clerk from his initial appointment as Steno 
was promoted as Officer at Madurai Circle Office in 1987 
and thereafter he sought and got reverted to the post of 
Clerk on 7-2-1987 and was posted at Thanjavur Main Branch. 
Reversion was during the operation of IVth Bipartite 
Settlement. In 1991 he reached the maximum stage of 
increment. IVth Bipartite Settlement provided for stagnation 
increment to Sub-Staff and Clerical Cadres. Settlement 
debars stagnation increment to those who refuse to accept 
promotion to the next cadre i.e. Sub-Staff to Clerical to 
Officer. It does not entitle workman who after promotion 
reverts to the original cadre. K.V. Raman did not refuse 
promotion initially. For the first time in Vth Bipartite 
Settlement stagnation increment was provided to be given 
to workman on reversion 1 year after promotion. Vlth 
Bipartite Settlement again restored stagnation increment. 
Management provided stagnation increment to K.V. Raman 
but withdrew the same most illegally. Demand of K.V. Raman 
not being acceded to the dispute is raised which was got 
referred as per order of High Court dated 23-02-2010 in WP 
No. 6065/2008. The workman is entitled for stagnation 
increment. Hence the claim for stagnation increment with 


consequent arrears of wages from the date of eligibility. 
The workman attained maximum pay in the Clerical Cadre 
only on 1-05-1991. Vth Bipartite Settlement was in vogue 
then. As per note to CIause-4B of Vth Bipartite Settlement 
stagnation increment is not there if only he refuses 
promotion and not in a case where he had worked in the 
promoted cadre for a period of 3 years and whereafter only 
got reverted. This was not a case of refusal of promotion. 
As per Vlth Bipartite Settlement in force from 14-02-1995 
under Clause-5(c)(ii) states ineligibility for stagnation 
increments in the event of reversion on request after 1 year 
from the date of promotion. Clause-5(d) states that in 
respect of employees who in terms of the Bipartite 
Settlement dated 8-09-1983 have not received stagnation 
increments will now be eligible for the same w.e.f. 

1 -11 -1994 to the extent available to others under the previous 
settlements. Hence the workman will be entitled to the same 
at least from 1-11-1994, a fact suppressed by the 
Management. That the employee is covered by Clause- 
100(b) of the supplementary Settlement dated 8-09-1983 is 
not correct. The withdrawal of stagnation increment as 
inadvertently given is not correct. It is on wrong assumption. 
The reversion of the workman cannot be labeled as unilateral 
on his part. Reversion order did not provide for non-payment 
of stagnation increment. The omission of Clause-1 (iiX» is 
not by mistake. The workman had been representing to the 
bank for the same. Hence the claim. 

4. Counter Statement allegations are as follows: 

Reversion of workman at request amounts to his 
refusal to work as Officer. Hence Clause-1 (ii)(b) is applicable 
and he is not eligible for stagnation increments. The said 
settlement is binding on him. In May, 1994 stagnation 
increment inadvertently released was withdrawn 
subsequently. The ineligibility after reversion was made 
clear under Clause-5(cXii) of Vlth Bipartite Settlement dated 
14-02-1995. He is not eligible for stagnation increment if 
after accepting promotion he seeks for reversion and is 
reverted after 1 year from the date of promotion. After 
having kept silent for 12 years being aware of ineligibility 
ID is raised. The very purpose and object of stagnation 
increment is to give benefit to a person who is not given 
promotion or cannot get promotion for long time. Promotion 
if once accepted and thereafter reverted the same would 
apparently amount to his not being promoted at all. 
Reversion after promotion on own volition is equal to non- 
acceptance of promotion. Since K.V Raman on his own 
action got reverted, he will certainly be not entitled for 
stagnation increments. K.V. Raman suppressed the fact of 
the withdrawal of inadvertently granted stagnation 
increment. Non-extending of stagnation increment to the 
workman is fully justified. The claim is to be dismissed. 

5. Points for consideration are: 

(i) Whether the denial of stagnation given to K.V 
Raman after reaching maximum stage of 
increment in 1991 is legal and justified? 
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(ii) To what relief the concerned workman is 
entitled? 

6. Evidence consists of Ex.Wl to Ex.W22 on the 
petitioner’s side and Ex.Ml to Ex.M4 on the Respondent s 
side, all marked on consent with no oral evidence adduced 
on either side. 

Points (i) & (ii) 

7. The learned counsel for the petitioner Sri Balan 
Haridas canvassed for the contention that only person to 
whom promotion is offered but refused to accept, it he 
alone is not entitled to stagnation increment and the 
petitioner’s case is not covered under the provision, on 
the understanding of the plain meaning of the provision. 
Petitioner never refused promotion at the first instance. An 
existing dispute gives rise to a continuing cause of action 
and there cannot be any limitation. Furthermore, though 
the ID raised is with some delay, prior to the same petitioner 
had been agitating for the claim consistently without having 
slept over his right. Further according to him at least from 
1-11-1994 he is entitled to the increment with arrears, 
interest, etc. 

8. Respondent’s learned counsel Sri T.R. Sathya 
Mohan diametrically opposed the claim of the petitioner 
and contended that the stagnation benefit is not payable 
to petitioner who was promoted as an Officer after 4 years 
of which got himself reverted back on his request. The 
representation of the petitioner was rejected long back 
whereafter the dispute was raised at a long distance of time 
with the awareness that he is not entitled to the claim. 

9. As conceded to by both sides the question revolves 
round solely on the aspect as to the interpretation of 
Bipartite Settlement. The concept of stagnation increment 
was introduced for the first time under the IVth Bipartite 
Settlement. It is admissible only to Sub-Staff promoted to 
Clerical Cadres and Clerks promoted to Officer Cadre. It 
does not entitle workman who after promotion reverts to 
the original cadre. As per the Vth Bipartite Settlement 
stagnation increment was given to workman on reversion, 

1 year after promotion. As per note to Clause-4B of Vth 
Bipartite Settlement no stagnation increment is payable 
only if one refuses promotion. As per Vlth Bipartite 
Settlement operative from 14-02-1995 stagnation increment 
is ineligible in the event of reversion on request after 1 year 
from the date of promotion vide Clause-5(c)(ii). Under 
Clause-5(d) stagnation increment are payable to those who 
have not received stagnation increments in terms of the 
Bipartite Settlement dated 8-09-1983 w.e. f. 1-11-1994. The 
extent of eligibility is as the same is available to others 
under previous settlements. 

10. The controversy could be set at rest by a genuine 
endeavour to harmonize the subtleties in the various 
connotations of the couched respective provisions and 


clauses of the relevant Bipartite Settlements. While the 
benefit cannot be extended to person refusing to accept 
promotion under the IVth Bipartite Settlement, the same 
a|so cannot be given to a workman who after promotion 
reverts to the original cadre. Under Vth Settlement it was 
payable to workman on reversion, 1 year after promotion. 
But as per note to Clause-4B of the same settlement 
stagnation benefit is not payable if the workman refuses 
promotion. At Clause-5(c)(ii) of the Vlth Settlement there is 
again ineligibility for stagnation increment on reversion 
qpon request after 1 year from the date of promotion. Further 
eligibility is there as per Clause-5(d) under which employees 
vyho have not received stagnation increments in terms of 
Bipartite Settlement dated 8-09-1983 are entitled to the same 
to the extent available in terms of the previous settlements 
w.e.f. 1-11-1994. 

11. Now the cardinal point is whether in any view of 
the matter the petitioner could be said entitled to the 
Stagnation increment. A pertinent question is in the case of 
petitioner his reversion on request after 3 or more years of 
promotion whether could be said as refusal for promotion. 
Refusal for promotion could be expressed either at the time 
hf offer of promotion by not accepting to changeover to 
(he higher post as well as at a later point of time after 
having worked in such post whereafter one may refuse to 
bontinue in the promoted post and seeks reversion. Here is 
h petitioner who got reverted after rendering a certain years 
of service in his promoted post, at his request which might 
be to suit his own personal convenience, whatever it be or 
in whatever manner. A provision in a statute or Bipartite 
Settlement has always to be read subject to a proviso, if 
any, as a non-obstante clause subject to which alone the 
meaning of the said provision has to be understood. So in 
a case where stagnation increment was provided to a 
workman on reversion 1 year after promotion while under 
the note to Clause-4(b) of the Vth Settlement stagnation 
< increment is not payable if he refuses for promotion, as to 
how the two provisions could be harmonized to understand 
the true object of the provision requires deep scrutiny, 
i Both initial refusal of promotion and refusal after acceptance 
| of promotion, come under the same specie of the 
i relinquishment or refusal of promotion. The only difference 
: is that one is at the inception of the offer of promotion and 
the other after acceptance and the appointee on promotion 
may have worked for sometime. Refusing promotion or 
relinquishing the same or reversion for own reasons is 
seen treated distinctly from reversion otherwise or not for 
own reason or request. The reversion of the petitioner 
herein is on a request and the same amounts to refusal by 
petitioner to continue his promotion till its culmination 
levels. Therefore the request for reversion to the lower 
cadre is still a refusal for promotion, in that it is refusal for 
the continuation of the promotion which once commenced. 
A promotion which commenced, not intended to be revoked 
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by the authority, is to continue unobstructed unless the 
authority has to reverse it, for any reasons, approved by 
the Management. But if its continuity ceases for any reason 
occasioned by the promotee the resultant reversion is at 
the instance or request of the said promotee, which in effect 
is a refusal to continue the promotion thereby meaning 
refusal of promotion only. Hence, reversion on request 
could be nothing short of refusal of promotion. An employee 
cannot be found entitled to stagnation increment. The 
distinctive interpretation as could be gathered from the 
intendment of the relevant provision as explained by the 
Management is discemibly on a rational nexus for the 
classification of employees as those who are entitled to 
and those who are not entitled to the stagnation increments. 
So viewed, it is not illogical, arbitrary, unethical or 
unconstitutional. Those who are entitled to stagnation 
increments on reversion after 1 year of promotion 
understandably belong to cases where the reversion is not 
at the request of the promotee but is for departmental 
reasons or otherwise. The benefits extended to them 
understandably is by way of some gratis for their having 
had to be reverted to the feeder category for a reason not 
attributable to them but is attributable to the Management. 
This could be better understood by reading in the absence 
of such a gratis to promotees with less than 1 year and 
reverted to whom the said benefit has not been extended 
under the provisions, presumably being period of service 
deemed fit to be ignored. As pleaded by the petitioner this 
act of getting reverted on request cannot but be a unilateral 
action on the part of the petitioner. As alleged by the 
Respondent reversion after promotion on own volition is 
only equal to non-acceptance of promotion. The purpose 
and object of stagnation increment is to give benefit to a 
person who is not given promotion nor cannot be promoted 
for a long time. That is not the case of the petitioner. It 
could only be the most proximate and the first in the ordinal 
numeral in the array of the various and probable 
constructions that could be given to the expression to the 
note to Clause-4B. 

12. The relief of stagnation increments to the 
petitioner at least w.e.f. 01-11*1994 also cannot be acceded 
to because under CIause-5(d) the eligibility for stagnation 
increment is only to those employees who have not 
received stagnation increments despite being eligible for 
the same under the previous settlements. It is to be made 
clear that petitioner does not come within the purview of 
eligibility under any of the previous settlements to any 
extent. He does not come as an employee entitled to 
receive stagnation increments in terms of Bipartite 
Settlements dated 8-09-1983. In any view of the matter the 
petitioner cannot be said to be entitled to stagnation 
increment and therefore the denial of the same to him is 
legal and justified. 

13. The reference is answered accordingly. 


(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 24th January, 2011). 

A.N. JANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined: 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner : None 

For the 2nd Party/Respondent : None 

Documents Marked: 

On the Petitioner side: 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ex.WI 

22-10-1986 

Petitioner representation. 

Ex.W2 

7-02-1987 

Proceedings of the GM. 

Ex.W3 

29-06-2000 

Representation ofthe Petitioner 
regarding stagnation 

increment. 

Ex.W4 

5-07-2000 

Reply to the representation 
given by the Respondent. 

Ex_W5 

May 1994 

Petitioner Salary Slip. 

Ex.W6 

- 

VI Bipartite Settlement. 

Ex.W7 

30-09-1987 

Letter of Appreciation. 

Ex_W8 

30-11-1981 

Letter of Appreciation. 

Ex.W9 

3009-1982 

Letter of Appreciation. 

Ex.W10 

21-10-1983 

Letter of Appreciation. 

Ex.Wll 

14-09-1985 

Letter of Appreciation. 

Ex.W12 

10-11-1986 

Letter of Appreciation. 

Ex.W13 

1009-1987 

Letter of Appreciation. 

Ex.W14 


Letter of Appreciation given by 
the Chairman of Canara Bank 
to the petitioner. 

Ex.W15 

16-05-1990 

Letter of Appreciation. 

Ex.W16 

16-06-1990 

Letter of Appreciation. 

Ex.W17 

2005-1991 

Letter of Appreciation. 

Ex.W18 

609-1993 

Letter of Appreciation. 

Ex.W19 

27-12-2001 

Letter of Appreciation. 

Ex.W20 

4-10-2005 

Special Appreciation. 

Ex.W21 

29-12-2005 

Certificate of Merit. 

Ex.W22 

2104-2007 

Letter of Appreciation. 

On the Management's side: 

Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ex.Ml 

809-1983 

Memorandum of Settlement 


entered into between 
Management of certain Banks 
and their workmen. 




Ex.M2 17-09-1984 Memorandum of Settlement 
entered into between 


AWARD 

Passed on this 13th day of January, 2011 


Management of certain Banks 
and their workmen. 

Ex.M3 19-09-1983 Circle No. 448 of 1983. 

Ex.M4 14-02-1995 6th Bipartite Settlement entered 

into between Managements of 
“A” Class Banks and their 
workmen. 

4 2 , 2011 


1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-12012/300/90-IR(B-II) dated 
5-4-1991 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
by this tribunal:- 

“ Whether the action of the management of United 
Commercial Bank, Narsinghpur (MP) in terminating 
the services of Shri Lekh Ram Yadav, ex-peon w.e.f. 
8-5-93 is justified? If not, to what relief is the workman 
entitled?” 


^T.3TT. 643.—3»l+ StfSTfh^R, 1947 (1947 
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New Delhi, the 2nd February, 2011 

S.O. 643.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. CGIT/ 
LC/R/63/91) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal / 
Labour Court, Jabalpur now as shown in the Annexure, in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of United Commercial Bank, and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 28-01-2011. 

[No. L-12012/300/90-IR (B-II)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/63/91 

Presiding Officer: SHRI MOHD. SHAKIR HASAN 

Shri Lekhram Yadav, 

C/o Shri P.N. Sharma, 

Plot No. 13 8, Shakti Nagar, 

Jabalpur ...Workman/Union 

Versus 

The Manager, 

United Commercial Bank, 

Narsinghpur ...Management 


2. The case of the workman, in short is that he was 
employed as peon at Narsinghpur Branch of the United 
Commercial Bank on 15-6-1987 and worked till 7-5-1988 when 
hjis service was terminated without any notice and without 
apy retrenchment compensation. He was paid wages @ 
Rs.8 per day in violation of the provision of award/Bipartite 
Settlement. He was not given any appointment letter. It is 
stated that he worked continuously for more than 240 days 
ip accordance with Section 25 B of the Industrial Dispute 
Act, 1947 (in short the Act). The termination was a 
retrenchment within the meaning of Section 2(oo) of the 
Act and the provision of Section 25-F of the Act was not 
complied. As such the termination was illegal. It is submitted 
that the workman be reinstated with full back wages. 

3. The management appeared and filed written 
Statement in the reference. The case of the management, 
ijnter alia, is that the alleged workman was never appointed 
by the management as a peon from 15-6-87 to 7-5-88 except 
for a period of two months from 10-4-85 to 6-6-85. There 
yvas no relationship of employer and employee between 
the management and the alleged workman. He was carrying 
Independent business of an electrician during the relevant 
period and took loan of Rs.5000 from the Bank on 9-9-87 
for his electric shop. The provision of the Act is not 
applicable. It is stated that the management was facing 
acute scarcity of water from March, 1988 to May, 1988 and 
therefore the alleged workman and his family supplied water 
to the branch on payment of its cost. It was for specific 
purpose and for specific period. On expiry of the period it 
was non-renewal of oral agreement for supply of water. As 
such it was not a case of retrenchment. It is stated that he 
did not work for 240 days continuously with the Bank and 
the provision of the Act is not applicable. The workman is 
not entitled to any relief and therefore the reference be 
answered accordingly. 

4. On the basis of the pleadings of both the parties, 
the following issues are settled. 

L Whether the action of the management in 
terminating the services of Shri Lekhram Yadav, 
ex-peon w.e.f. 8-5-88 is justified? 
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n. Whether the workman is not covered under the 
definition of workman as given in the I.D. Act. If 
so, its effect? 

III. To what relief, if any, is the workman entitled? 

5. During the course of proceeding, the workman 
became absent and therefore the then Tribunal proceeded 
exparte against the alleged workman on 26-2-07. 

6. Issue No. II 

Accordingly to the management, on oral agreement, 
the alleged workman and family supplied water @ Rs.8 per 
day during the period of acute water supply and the oral 
agreement was not renewed. The management witness Shri 
Rajendra Singh is Manager in the Bank. He has stated that 
the workman alongwith his family was engaged for supply 
of water to meet with scarcity @ Rs.8 per day and the 
supply was discontinued as and when the scarcity was 
over. This shows that it was a fixed agreement and the 
agreement was subsequently not renewed. His evidence is 
unrebutted. There is no reason to disbelieve his evidence. 
It is clear that the provision of Section 2(oo )(bb) of the Act 
is applicable and he was not a retrench employee. As such 
I find that Section 2(s) of the Act is not applicable in his 
case. Accordingly this issue is decided in affirmative on 
behalf of the management and against the workman. 

7. Issue No. I 

On the basis of the discussion made above, it is clear 
that the workman was engaged on oral contract for supply 
of water. The management witness has stated in his 
evidence that the alleged workman was never employed as 
a peon at Narsinghpur Branch of the UCO Bank from 
15-6-1987 to 7-5-88. There is no other evidence in rebuttal 
of this evidence. There is no reason to disbelieve the 
witness. Moreover the burden was on the workman to prove 
that he had worked continuously for 240 days in twelve 
calendar months under the provision of the Act. This issue 
is also decided in favour of the management. 

8. Issue No. Ill 

Considering the entire evidence, I find that the alleged 
workman is not entitled to any relief. Accordingly the 
reference is answered. 

9. In the result, the award is passed without any 

costs. 

10. Let the copies of the award be sent to the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment 
as per rules. 

MOHD. SHAKIR HASAN, Presiding Officer 
3 2011 
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New Delhi, the 3rd February, 2011 

S.O. 644.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 81 /2010) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum Labour 
Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management ofNTPC Koldam and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 
03-02-2011. 

[No. L-42012/117/2010-IR (DU)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALCUM- LABOUR COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH 

Present: Sri. A.K. Rastogi, Presiding Officer 
Case No. I.D.81/2K10 
Registered on 26-10-2010 

Sh. Nathu Ram 
S/oShri Santa Ram, 

Village Ropa, PO Dhawal, 

Tehsil Sundemagar, 

Mandi(HP) ...Applicant 

Versus 

1. The General Manager, 

Kol Dam Hydro Electric Power Project, 

HTPC, VPO Barmana, 

Bilaspur(HP) 

2. The Managing Director, 

M/s. AKS Engineers & Contractors, 

Kol Dam Hydro Electric Power Project, 

Sanjay Sadan, Chhota Shimla-171002. 

3. Project Manager, Italian Thai Development Co. Ltd., 
Kol Dam Hydro Electric Power Project, 

Village Kayan, PO Slapper, 

The Sundemagar, Mandi (HP). ...Respondents 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Workman 


: None for workman. 
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For the Management : Sh. Vikas P. Singh, Adv. for 

Respondent No. 1 

Sh. Hem Raj Sharma, Sr. 
Manager (HR & IR) for 
Respondent No.3 

AWARD 

Passed on 19 January, 2011 

Central Government vide Notification No. L-42012/ 

117/2010-IR(DU) Dated 29-09-2010, by exercising its powers 
under Section 10 Sub-Section (1) Clause (d) and Sub- 
Section 2(A) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter 
referred to as Act) has referred the following Industrial 
Dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal 

“ Whether the action of the management of M/s. 
AKS Engineers & Contractors, a contractor engaged 
by NTPC Koldam Hydro Electric Power Project, 
Bilaspur (HP), in terminating the services of their 
workman Shri Nathu Ram S/o Sh. Santa Ram w.e.f. 
01-08-2008 is legal and justified? If not, what relief 
the workman is entitled to?” 

Workman did not turn up despite notice sent to him 
on 26-10-2010 and by Registered post on 06-12-2010. 
Respondent no.l and 3 of the reference put up their 
appearances. Respondent no. 2 remained absent despite 
notice sent by Registered post to him. 

As the workman remained absent despite notices 
sent by Registered post to him and notice not received 
back undelivered, the service is presumed on the workman. 
He failed to present his case before the Tribunal hence; the 
reference is answered against him. Let two copies of award 
after due compliance be sent to the Central Government for 
further necessary action. 

ASHOK KUMAR RASTOGI, Presiding Officer 

TORt, 2011 
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New Delhi, the 3rd February, 2011 

S.O. 645.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.33 /2010) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
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Court No.II Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of NTPC Koldam and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
03-02-2011. 

[No. L-42012/36/2010-IR (DU)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH 

Present: Sri. A.K. Rastogi, Presiding Officer 

cjtseNo.LD. 33/2K10 

R igistered on 25-05-2010 

Sh. Surender Kumar 

S/o Shri Mukhtiar Singh Village Salasi, 

POGehrwin, 

Tohsil Jhandula, 

Bilaspur (HP) ....Applicant 


Versus 

1.1 The General Manager, 
l Kol Dam Hydro Electric Power Proj ect, 
i HTPC, VPOBarmana, 

Bilaspur (HP) 

2. The Managing Director, 

M/s. AKS Engineers & Contractors, 

Kol Dam Hydro Electric Power Project, 

Sanjay Sadan, Chhota Shimla-171002. 

3. Project Manager, Italian Thai Development Co. Ltd., 

| Kol Dam Hydro Electric Power Project, 

j Village Kayan, PO Slapper, 

I The Sundemagar, Mandi (HP). .. .Respondents 


Appearances 

F or the Workman : None for workman. 

For the Management : Sh. Vikas P. Singh, Adv. for 

Respondent No. 1 

Sh. Hem Raj Sharma, Sr. 
Manager (HR & IR) for 
Respondent No.3 

AWARD 

Passed on 20th January, 2011 

. 

Central Government vide Notification No. L-42012/ 
36/2010/IR(DU) Dated 12-05-2010, by exercising its powers 
under Section 10, Sub-Section (1) Clause (d) and Sub- 
Section 2(A) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter 
referred to as Act) has referred the following Industrial 
Dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal 
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“Whether the action of the management of M/s. AKS 
Engineers & Contractors, a sub contractor of M/s. 
Indian Thai Development Public Co. Ltd. of NTPC 
Koldam in terminating the services of Shri Surender 
Kumar w.e.f. 31-07-2Q08 is legal and justified? If not, 
what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

Workman did not turn up despite notice sent to him 
on 16-6-2010, 14-7-2010 and by Registered post on 
19-8-2010. As the notice sent by Registered post to him 
was not received undelivered hence the service is 
presumed on the workman. Respondent no. 1 and 3 of the 
reference put in their appearances but the respondent no. 
2 did not turn up despite notice sent by registered post to 
him on 19-8-2010. 

As the workman has failed in putting his case before 
the Tribunal, the reference is answered against him. Let 
two copies of award after due compliance be sent to the 
Central Government for further necessaiy action. 

ASHOK KUMAR RASTOGI, Presiding Officer 

^ 1 ^#, 32011 
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New Delhi, the 3rd February, 2011 

S.O. 646.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 34/2010) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management ofNTPC Koldam and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 
3-2-2011. 

[No. L-42012/27/2010-IR (DU)] 
D.S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM- LABOUR COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH 

Present: Sri. A.K. Rastogi, Presiding Officer 
Case No. I.D.34/2K10 


Registered on 25-5-2010 

Sh. Mohinder Singh 
S/o Shri Pan Singh, 

C/o Shri Rajesh Kumar Sharma, 

President District CITU, 

District Committee Mandi, 

221/10, Thanera Mohalla, 

Mandi (HP) .. .Applicant 

Versus 

1. The General Manager, 

Kol Dam Hydro Electric Power Project, 

HTPC, VPO Barmana, 

Bilaspur(HP) 

Z The Managing Director, 

M/s. AKS Engineers & Contractors, 

Kol Dam Hydro Electric Power Project, 

Sanj ay Sadan, Chhota Shimla-171002. 

3. Project Manager, Italian Thai Development Co. Ltd., 
Kol Dam Hydro Electric Power Project, 

Village Kayan, PO Slapper, 


The. Sundemagar, Mandi (HP). . .Respondents 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Workman 

: None for workman. 

For the Management 

: Sh. Vikas P. Singh, Adv. for 
Respondent No.l 

Sh. Hem Raj Sharma, Sr. 
Manager (HR& IR) for 
Respondent no. 3. 

AWARD 


Passed on 20 January, 2011 


Central Government vide Notification No. L-42012/ 
27/2010/IR(DU) Dated 12-5-2010, by exercising its powers 
under Section 10 Sub-section (1) Clause (d) and Sub¬ 
section 2(A) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter 
referred to as Act) has referred the following Industrial 
Dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal 

“ Whether the action of the management of M/s. AKS 
Engineers & Contractors, a sub contractor of M/s. 
Indian Thai Development-Public Co. Ltd- ofNTPC 
Koldam in terminating the services of Shri Mohinder 
Singh w.e.f. 14-08-2008 is legal and justified? If not, 
what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

Workman did not turn Up despite notice sent to him 
by Registered post on 19-08-2010. As the notice sent by 
Registered post to him was not received undelivered, the 
service is presumed on the workman. Respondent no. 1 
and 3 of the reference have put in [heir appearances but 
the respondent no. 2 did not turn up despite notice sent by 
Registered post to him on 19-8-2010. 


5^0 2,011 ~ 80 8 
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As the workman has failed in putting his case before 
the Tribunal, the reference is answered against him. Let t 
two copies of award after due compliance be sent to the 
Central Government for further necessary action. 

ASHOK KUMAR RASTOGI, Presiding Officer 

^ 3 2011 

^T.3TT. 647.—1947 (1947 
14) cjft 17 ^ 3T5^nn ^f, 

^ ^ 3fk =t>4 c bl<l ^ 

sfisfifw "4 w^k afratfw 

3TftT^uT H. 2 , ^ (’^M WTT 21/2010) ^ 

t, ^Tt <^^4 ^ 3-2-2011 TTl W<1 

1T31T «4T1 

[U 1^-42012/35/2010-3^ 31R(^Pj) j 

bTf. ifflFMW TR» 3ilffi^Ht 

New Delhi, the 3rd February, 2011 

S.O. 647.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 21/2010) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers 4n relation to 
the management of NTPC Koldam and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 
3-2-2011. 

[No. L-42012/35/2010-IR (DU)] 

D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

INTHECENTRALGOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALrCUM- LABOUR COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH 

Present: Sri. A.K. Rastogi, Presiding Officer 

Case No. I.D. 21/2K10 

Registered on 25-05-2010 

Sh. Rajinder Kumar 
S/o Sh. Sada Ram, 

Village Deola Chamb, 

PO Hamora. 

Tehsil Sadar, 

Bilaspur(HP). Applicant 

Versus 

1. The General Manager, 

Kol Dam Hydro Electric Power Project, 

HTPC, VPO Barmana, 

Bilaspur(HP) 


2| The Managing Director, 
i M/s. AKS Engineers & Contractors, 

1 Kol Dam Hydro Electric Power Proj ect, 

I Sanjay Sadan, Chhota Shimla-171002. 

3. Project Manager, Italian Thai Development Co. Ltd., 

Kol Dam Hydro Electric Power Project, 

. Village Kayan, PO Slapper, 

The. Sundemagar, Mandi (HP). . . .Respondents 

APPEARANCES: 

tor the Workman : Sh. M.R. Gorsi, AR. 

For the Management : Sh. Vikas P. Singh, Adv. for 

Respondent No.l 

Sh. Hem Raj Sharma, Sr. 
Manager (HR & IR) for 
Respondent no. 3 

.AWARD 

Passed on 18th January, 2011 

Central Government vide Notification No. L-42012/ 
(35/2010/lR(DU) Dated 12-05-2010, by exercising its powers 
under Section 10 Sub-section (1) Clause (d) and Sub¬ 
section 2(A) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter 
referred to as Act) has referred the following Industrial 
Dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal :- 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. AKS 
j Engineers & Contractors, a sub contractor of M/s. 
Indian Thai Development Public Co. Ltd. of NTPC 
Koldam in terminating the services of Shri Rajinder 
Kumar w.e.f. 31-07-2008 is legal and justified? Ifnot, 
what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

All the parties except respondent no. 2 put in their 
j appearance in the case. Cafce was ordered to proceed ex- 
. | parte against respondent no. 2 on 29-9-2010. 

The workman who is being represented by his AR 
i from the very first date failed to file claim statement despite 
repeated opportunities given to him. 20-8-2010,29-09-2010, 
4-11-2010,3-12-2010 and 18-01 -2011 were fixed for filing the 
claim statement but the AR expressed his inability in filing 
the claim statement as the workman did not contract him 
after giving authority in his favour. 

Obviously, the workman is not interested in pursuing 
i the matter and there is no use in keeping the reference 
| pending unnecessarily. The claimant has failed in placing 
| before the Tribunal his case with regard to the dispute 
I under reference. Hence, the reference is decided against 
| the workman. Let two copies of award after due compliance 
| be sent to the Central Government for further necessary 
I action. 

ASHOK KUMAR RASTOGI, Presiding Officer 
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li feft, 3 RR*Rt, 2011 

^T.3IT. 648.-3^f7RT dtfalWT, 1947 (1947 
14) m 17 ^ 3, ^#7 R**R 

f^TOFT ^ ^ TR 15 M^Y 3^7 R RfaftT ^ 

^ fife sMfw f&raK 3 rt^fr 3^fw 
artery rs src-^jraK-w, w § f &> ^ w (tM #n 
78/2003) ^ TT^TfTm ^Rcft $ ^ RRFR ^ 3-2-2011 

^ 37TRT §3fi *IT I 

[R. T^-40012/83/2003-3^a?R(^J) ] 
RR. RR. ?ftfWR 7TO, 37fRwl 

New Delhi, the 3rd February, 2011 

S.O. 648.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 78/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum-Labour 
Court Lucknow as shown in the Annexure in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the management 
of Department of Telecom and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 03-02-2011. 

[No. L-40012/83/2003-IR(DU)3 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- 
CUM-LABOUR-COURT, LUCKNOW 

Present 

Dr. ManjuNigam, 

Presiding Officer 

I. D. No. 78/2003 

Ref. No. L-40012/83/2003-IR(DU) dated: 31-07-2003 
BETWEEN 

Sh. Arun Kumar S/o Late Sh. Ambika Prasad 
Brahamawala, Mandankini Vihar 
Sahastradhara Road, 

Dehradun 

AND 

1. The Chief General Manager, 

Telecom, Western UP Telecom Division 
Distt. Dehradun-248 001 

2. The General Manager 
Telecom Deptt. 

Patel Nagar 
Dehradun. 

AWARD 

19-01-2011 

1. By Order No. L-40012/83/2003-IR(DU) dated 
31 -07-2003 the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi in exercise of powers conferred by 


clause (d) of-sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) 
referred this industrial dispute between Sh. Arun Kumar 
S/o Late Sh. Ambika Prasad, Brahamawala, Mandankini 
Vihar, Sahastradhara Road, Dehradun and the Chief 
General Manager, Telecom, Western UP Telecom Division, 
Distt, Dehradun & the General Manager, Telecom Deptt., 
Patel Nagar, Dehradun for adjudication. 

2. The reference under adjudication is: 

“Whether the action of the management of CGM, 
BSNL, Dehra Dun in terminating the services of 
Sh. Arun Kumar S/o Sh. Ambi Ka Prasad, Lineman 
(Daily rated mazdoor) w.e.f. 5 April, 2001 is legal and 
justified ? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled ?” 

3. The case of the workman, Arun Kumar, in brief, is 
that he has been working as daily wager labourer w.e.f. 
01-12-1993 and his services were terminated ‘orally’ in the 
year 1996; and thereafter, he was again engaged on the 
November, 1998. Contrary to this, the workman has further 
stated in para 04 of the statement of claim that he worked 
with the opposite party w.e.f. 01 -12-1993 to 03-04-2001 
and his services has been terminated, illegally, without 
any prior information or notice on 04-04-2001. The workman 
has submitted that he worked for more than 240 days 
continuously in a year; and accordingly, has alleged that 
his services has been terminated, in violation to the 
provisions of Section 25 F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1945, without any notice or retrenchment compensation. 
Hence, he has prayed that the termination of his services 
by the opposite party w.e.f. 04-04-2001 be declared illegal 
and he be reinstated with continuity in service and back 
wages. 

4. The management of the Telecom Department has 
disputed the claim of the workman by filing its written 
statement; whereby it has Submitted that the workman 
had never been engaged w.e.f. 01-12-1993; rather, it has 
submitted that the workman has worked with the opposite 
party in the year 1994 for 30 days; in year 1995 for 50 days 
and in the year 2000 for 30 days only, accordingly there 
arise no question of terminating his services on 
04-04-2001 or of completing 240 dayfc in any year or of 
violating any of the provisions of the Industrial Disputes 
Act as such the case of the workman does not fall within 
the definition of ‘retrenchment’. Accordingly, the 
management has prayed that the claim of the workman be 
rejected without any relief to him. 

5. The workman has, field rejoinder whereby he has 
only reiterated his averments in the statement of claim and 
has introduced nothing new. 

6. The parties have filed documentary proof in 
support of their respective cases. The workman has 
examined himself whereas the management examined 

- Shri R. S. Kathait, SDE in support of their respective stands. 



The parties availed opportunity to cross-examine the each 
other’s witnesses apart from putting oral as well as written 
arguments. 

7. Heard, representatives of the parties and perused 
entire evidence on records. 

8. The learned representative on behalf of the 
management has contended that the workman was never 
engaged in the department, therefore, there was no 
question of completing 240 days’ in any calendar year and 
does not comes within the purview of the definition of 
retrenchment or that of Section 25 F of the I.D. Act. 
Moreover, it has disputed the genuiness of the documents 
filed by the workman. 

9. The workman Arun Kumar has examined himself 
as witness in support of his claim that he had worked for 
more than 240 days in a year apart from working 
continuously from year 1993 to 1996 and thereafter from 
1997 to 2001 and his services has been terminated from 
March, 2001 without any notice or compensation. He has 
further stated to have filed photocopies of the payment 
vouchers, the original of which are with the management. 
In cross-examination it was admitted by him that ACG-17 
vouchers, filed by him, do not bear any serial number nor 
stamp of any exchange or signatures of any officer. After 
seeking paper No. 10/62 it was admitted by him that there 
was no signatures of any officer on the said paper nor any 
date has been mentioned on the signature. It was also 
admitted that the photocopies were not supplied to him 
by the management. He has further stated that he was not 
engaged against any post but work of ‘Baildaar’ was taken 
from him and he was called by Shri H. K. Gupta, SDO. He 
has also stated that he used to get Rs. 50 as daily wages, 
till the date of his termination. He also stated that he can 
not give the details of his working days. However, in 
support of his statement the workman has produced 
following documents: 

(i) Photocopy of representation of the workman 
addressed to CGM, Telecom, Deharadun (paper 
No. 10/2-10/3). 

(ii) Photocopy of representation of the workman 
addressed to SDE (South), Telecom, Telephone 
Exchange, Deharadun. (paper No. 10/4 -10/5). 

(iii) Photocopy of rejoinder of the workman; filedbefore 
ALC (C), Deharadun. (paper No. 10/6 -10/7). 

(iv) Photocopy of receipts/ACG Vouchers for the 
year 1995 (paper No. 10/8 -10/33). 

(v) Photocopy of receipts/ACG Vouchers for the 
year 1996 (paper No. 10/34-10/35). 

(vi) Photocopy of receipts/ACG Vouchers for the 
year 1998 (paper No. 10/36 -10/37). 

(vii) Photocopy of receipt/ACG Vouchers for the year 
1999 (paper No. 10/38 -10/47). 
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(viii) Photocopy of receipts/ACG Vouchers for the 
year 2000 (paper No. 10/49 -10/59). 

(ix) Photocopy of receipts/ACG Vouchers for the 
year 2001 (paper No. 10/60-10/62). 

10. In rebuttal, the opposite party has examined Shri 
R. S. Kathaut SDE as witness who has stated that the 
workman was never appointed by the management on any 
post and also the payment vouchers produced by him are 
totally forged as no such vouchers have ever been issued 
by the management. He has further stated that the casual 
labourers who are engaged from time to time as per need, 
are paid as per th ( eir attendance. The workman never 
worked for 240 days or one year continuously as, daily 
wager. In cross-examination he has stated that the so called 
payment vouchers, filed by the workman, are not 
photocopies of the genuine documents. He has further 
stated that for intermittent work labourers are engaged on 
daily wages or the work is being done through some 
contractor and has admitted that the workman has done 
for few days as detailed in para 04 of their written statement. 

11. In the light of the aforesaid rival statements of 
both the sides I have scanned the documents produced 
by the workman. Paper No. 10/2 to 10/5 are photocopies of 
the representations moved by the workman before different 
authorities of the management; whereas paper No. 10/6 - 
10/7 is photocopy of the rejoinder, filed by the. workman, 
before ALC (C) during conciliation proceedings; wherein 
he has given details of the days he worked with the 
management and has supported his averments with 
photocopies of the receipts/ACG Vouchers, paper No. 10/ 
34 to 10/62. The details ofthe work done by the workman, 
as claimed by him in his rejoinder and supporting receipt. 


with the management are 

as under: 

Duration of work 

Number of days worked 

01-03-1995 to 11-11-1995 

259 

11-01-1996 to31-01-1966 

20 

01-10-1996 to 10-10-1996 

10 

01-11-1998 to31-12-1998 

61 

01-10-1998 to31-12-1999 

328 

| 01-01-2000to31-12-2000 

259 

01-01-2001 to31-01-2001 

30 

| 11-03-2001 to 04-04-2001 

24 


All the photocopies ofthe receipts/ACG Vouchers 
I bear signature ofthe payee i.e. workman, Arun Kumar but 
| most of them do not have any signature of any payee. 

12. The management has disputed the genuineness 
ofthe above documents and the management witness Shri 
| R. s. Kathaut has alleged that the so called payment 
vouchers, filed by the workman, are not photocopies of 
! the genuine documents. There isno cross-examination on 
this point from the workman side rather it was admitted by 


26,2011/^1^1 7, 1932 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: FEBRUARY 26,201 1/PHALGUNA 7,1932 [Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


him that these photocopies were not supplied by the general principles and on reading the aforestated 

management. The workman has neither produced nor has judgments we find that this Court has repeatedly 

he summoned original documents. However, in compliance taken the view that the burden of proof is on the 

of directions of this Tribunal dated 03-08-2007, the claimant to show that he had worked 240 days in a 

management filed proof of payment in respect of the given year. This burden is discharged only upon 

statement of its witness vide para 04 of his affidavit. The the workman stepping in the witness box. This 

photocopy of the documents, filed by the management, burden is discharged upon the workman adducing 

doesnotsupportavermentoftheworkmanthatheworked cogent evidence, both oral and documentary. In 

for 240 days in a year. cases of termination of services of daily wages 


13. Moreover, from the perusal of aforesaid 
documents it is not evident that the workman had worked 
from 01-12-1993 to 03-04-2001, as claimed by him. 
Accordingly, these document are not relevant to prove 
this fact that the workman had actually worked as daily 
wager for 240 days in the preceding 12 months from the 
date of his disengagement i.e. 05-04-2001. 

14. Admittedly no appointment letter was issued 
and no post was ever advertised for the appointment. He 
has not produced any voucher or attendance register or 
any other documentary evidence to.prove this fact that 
Rs. 50/- per day was paid to him as salary for the period 
mentioned in his statement. 

15. It is well settled that if a party challenges the 
legality of order the burden lies upon him to prove illegality 
of the order and if no evidence is produced the party 
invoking jurisdiction of the court must fail. In the present 
case burden was on the workman to set out the grounds 
to challenge the validity of die termination order and to 
prove the termination order was illegal. It was the case of 
the workman that he had worked for more than 240 days in 
the year concerned. This claim has been denied by the 
management; therefore, it was for the workman to lead 
evidence to show that she had in fact worked up to 240 
days in the year preceding his alleged termination. In (2002) 
3 SCC 25 Range Forest Officer vs ST. Hadimani Hon’ble 
Apex Court has observed as under : 

“It was the case of the claimant that he had so woiked 
but this claim was denied by the appellant. It was 
then for the claimant to lead evidence to show that 
he had in fact worked for 240 days in the year 
preceding his termination. Filing of an affidavit is 
only his own statement in his favour and that can 
not be regarded as sufficient evidence for any court 
or tribunal to come to the conclusion that a workman 
had, in fact, worked for 240 days or order or record 
of appointment or engagement for that period was 
produced by the workman. On this ground alone, 
the award is liable to be set aside.” 

16. Analyzing its earlier decisions on the aforesaid 
point Hon’ble Apex Court has observed in 2006 (108) FLR 
R.M. Yellattl & Asstt. Executive Engineer as follow: 

“It is clear that the provisions of the evidence Act in 
terms do not apply to the proceedings under section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act. However, applying 


earner, there will be no letter of appointment or 
termination. There will also be no receipt or proof of 
payment. Thus, in most cases, the workman 
(claimant) can only call upon the employer to produce 
before the Court the normal muster roll for the given 
period, the letter of appointment or termination, if 
any, the wage register, the attendance register etc. 
Drawing of adverse inference ultimately would 
depend thereafter on facts of each case. The above 
decisions however make it clear that mere affidavits 
or self serving statements made by the claimant/ 
workman will so suffice in the matte- of discharge of 
the burden placed by law on the workman to prove 
that he had worked for 240 days in a given year. The 
above judgments further lay down that mere non 
production of muster rolls per se without any plea 
of suppression by the claimant workman will not be 
the ground for the tribunal to draw an adverse 
inference against the management.” 

17. In the present case the workman has stated that ' 
he has woiked continuously for more than 240 days in a 
year, but has not produced any original documents in 
support of his oral evidence. The photocopy of the 
receipts/ACG-17 vouchers, paper No. 10/34 to 10/62, filed 
by the workman are disputed by the management in as 
much as it does not bear any serial number, stamp or 
signature of the Paying Officer in most of the receipts/ 
vouchers. Moreover, photocopies of the documents, 
paper No. 10/2 to 10/7 are copies of representations are 
not pertaining to the fact that the workman had worked for 
more than 240 days. Further, in the event ofthe management 
disputing the genuineness of the photocopies of the 
vouchers filed by the workman, it was incumbent upon 
him to summon their originals; but failed to do so. Merely 
pleadings are no substitute for proof. 

Even, for the argument sake, if the photocopies of 
the receipts/ACG-17, filed by the workman, though 
disputed by the management as forged, are taken to be 
genuine, then this Tribunal has see as to whether the 
worianan had woiked more than 240 days in the preceding 
year from the date of his alleged termination. Thus, taking 
in to account the working details given in the receipts for 
die period 03-04-2000 to 04-04-2001, the total working days, 
in respect of the workman, comes to be as under : 

puration of working No. of Paper 

days Number 



[*mTII—'0*5 3(ii)] 


01 - 06-2000 to 30 - 06-2000 

30 

10/51 

01-07-2000 to 31-07-2000 

31 

10/52 

01-08-2000to 31-08-2000 

31 

10/53 

01-09-2000 to 29-09-2000 

20 

10/54 

09-10-2000 to 30-10-2000 

22 

10/55 

11 - 12 - 2000 to 20-12-2000 

10 

10/56 

21 - 12-2000 to31-12-2000 

11 

10/56 

04-12-2000to 10-12-2000 

07 

10/57 

01 - 01-2001 to 10-01-2001 

10 

10/58 

11 - 01-2001 to 20-01-2001 

10 

10/58 

21-01-2001 to 31-01-2001 

11 

10/59 

11-03-2001 to 204)3-2001 

10 

10/60 

2 1-03-2001 to 30-03-2001 

10 

10/61 

01-04-2001 to 04-04-2001 

_04 

10/62 

Total number of days = 

217 
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18 Thus, it comes out that the workman had 
actually worked for 217 days only in. preceding twelve 
months from the date of his alleged termination i.e. 
05-04-2001. Accordingly, the initial burden of establishing 
the fact of continuous work for 240 days in a year was on 
the workman but he has foiled to discharged above 
burden. Apart from above receipt/ACG-17 vouchers, there 
is no other reliable material for recording findings that the 

workman had worked more than 240 days in the precedi^ 

year from the date of his alleged termination and the alleged 
unjust or illegal order of termination was pawed ty to® 
management; and in the event of not completing 240 days 
working in the preceding year from the date of alleged 
termination it was not incumbent upon the management 
of BSNL to comply with the provisions of Section 25 F ot 

the I.D. Act. 

19. The workman by way of his statement of claim 
has demanded that his services should be reinstated with 
continuity in service and back wages. In Ja S b ^ Singh v _ 
Haryana State Agriculture Mktg. Board (2009) 15 SGC 3 
: (2010) 1SCC (L&S) 545: Senior Superintendent Telegraph 
(Traffic), Bhopal v. Santosh Kumar Seal and others (2010) 

2 SCC (L&S) 309 Hon’ble Apex Court has observed as 

under: 

“However, in recent past, there has been a shift in 
the legal position and in a along line of cases, this 
Court has consistently taken the view that relief by 
way of reinstatement with back wages is not 
automatic and may be wholly inappropriate in a given 
fact situation even through the termination of an 
employee is in contravention of the prescribed 
procedure. Compensation instead of reinstatement 
has been held to meet the ends of Justice. 


* The award of reinstatement with foil back wages in a 
case where the workman has completed 240 days of 
work in a year preceding the date of termination, 
particularly, daily wagers has not been found to be 
proper by this Court and instead compensation has 
j been awarded.” 

In the instant case the prayer of the workman for 
reinstatement cannot be fulfilled in light of above legal 
position as he has foiled to prove that he has completed 
240 days working in a year preceding the date of 
termination; also his appointment/engagement was done 
following prescribed procedure, since the workman has 
failed to substantiate through some conclusive evidence 
that he worked for 240 days in a year preceding the date of 
termination and his appointment was made following 
prescribed Rules for recruitment, as such he does not 
appears to be entitled for relief of compensation. 

20. Accordingly, in view of the discussions made 
^boye the reference under adjudication is answered 
positively with observation that the action of the opposite 
party in terminating the services of the workman w.e^. 
1 ) 5 - 04-2001 is neither illegal nor unjustified and the 
workman, Arun Kumar is not entitled to any relief. 

21. The reference under adjudication is answered 
accordingly. 

22. Award as above. 


!Lucknow. ✓ 

119-01-2011 

Dr. MAN JU NIG AM, Presiding Officer 

■^fa?i?M 1 'T^,2011 - 

649.— EbJTC 1947 (1947 

tpi 14) ^ ***** 

s fog qr jpsrafr* ^ Trirs 

77/2000,11/2005) t 

03-02-2011 TTT<T t 

[TP55R t^[-12012/316/2000-3T1^3fIR(^-I)> 
■qjrM2012/239/2002. W&K 

New Delhi, the 4th February, 2011 

S.O. 649.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 

Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of^1?47),■ 

Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 77/2000, 
11/2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Bangalore now as shown in the Annexure m 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers m relation to 
toe management of Resreve Bank of India and their 





1956 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: FEBRUARY 26,2011/PHALGUNA 7,1932 


[Part II— Sec. 3(u)] 


workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on3-2-2011. 

[No. D12012/316/2000-IR(B-I), 
L-12012/239/2002-IR(B-I)] 

RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN AL<TJM-LABOUR-COURT, 
BANGALORE-560022 

Dated: 12th Januaiy, 2011 
Present 

Shri S. N. Navalgund, Presiding Officer 
C.R. No. 77/2000 

I Party II Party 

Shri S. Gunaseelan, The General Manager, 

No. 3155/A, 11th Main, Reserve Bank of India, 

HAL II Stage, Nrupathunga Road, 

Bangalore-560008 Bangalore-560002 

C.R. No. 11/2005 

I Party II Party 

Shri S. Gunaseelan, The Dy. General Manager, 
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COMMON AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the powers 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-section(l) and 
Sub-section 2A of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) has referred these disputes vide 
order No. L-12012/316/200/IR(B-l ) dated 7th November 
2000 and No. L-12012/239/2002/IR(B-l) dated 12-01-2005 
for adjudication on the following Schedule: 

Schedule (CR 77/2000) 

“Whether the termination of Shri S. Gunaseelan, 
former Clerk by the Management of Reserve Bank 
of India, Bangalore w.e.f. 30-12-1989 is justified ? If 
not, to what relief the workman is entitled to ?” 

Schedule (CR No. 11/2005) 

“Whether the Management of Reserve Bank of India 
is justified in imposing the punishment of reduction v 
of 4 increments in the time scale of 
Shri S. Gunaseelan, Clerk, Grade-I (Now Grade II) 
with effect from September 1989? If not, what relief 
the workman is entitled ?” 

2. These two references by the Central Government 
being in respect of same workman of the Reserve Bank of 


India, Bangalore viz. S. Gunaseelan, one in respect of his 
termination from service w.e.f 30-12-1989 for alleged 
unauthorized absent from duty for a period of eight months 
and the second one in respect of imposing the punishment 
of reduction of four increments in the time scale of Clerk 
Grade-I w.e.f. September 1989 on the charge of abusing 
his superior in the office premises are taken up for disposal 
through this common award. 

3. The brief facts leading to these references may 
be narrated as under:- Shri S. Gunaseelan(hereinafter 
refeired as the workman) joined the services of the Reserve 
Bank of India(hereinafter referred as the Second Party) on 
2nd February, 1965 as a Clerk Grade-II and subsequently 
promoted as Clerk Grade-I and letter dated 28-03-1987 was 
issued to the workman calling for his explanation to show 
cause as to why disciplinary action should not be taken 
against him for his unauthorized absence from place of 
duty and for his misconduct for using obnoxious language 
against the personnel officer. The workman submitted his 
reply to the said show cause notice dated 01-04-1987 
denying the allegation, and as the management was not 
satisfied with the said reply issued charge sheet bearing 
Staff No. 5903/Dis.l56/CS21/86-87 dated 12-06-1987 
charging him for breach of Regulation 39 of Reserve Bank 
of India Staff Regulations, 1948 by unauthrisedly 
absenting himself from the place of his duty and having 
committed an act of misconduct by using obnoxious 
language against tire Personnel Officer, Shri K. R. Ananda 
when he questioned his absenting from the place of duty. 
The second party after affording the several opportunities 
to the workman to give his reply to the charge sheet, lastly 
by letter dated 18-07-1987 intimated that his request for 
further extension of time cannot be acceded and then 
appointed Shri S. V. Raghavendran, Staff Officer, Gr.B as 
Enquiry Officer and Shri G Mahalingam, Staff Officer, Gr.B 
as Presenting Officer and communicated the same to the 
workman under letter staff No. 1562/Dis. 156/CS-21/87-88 
dated 26-10-1987. Thereafter pursuance to the notice issued 
by the Enquiry Officer, the workman appointed Shri MSG 
Subramanian as his Defence Representative. The Enquiry 
Officer after completing the enquiry submitted his finding 
as the charges being proved and thereafter the competent 
authority being satisfied the enquiry was held properly 
after affording sufficient opportunity to the workman to 
defend him through the representative of his choice issued 
show cause notice bearing staff No. 5160/Dis. 156/CS21 / 
87-88 dated 20-06-1988 proposing to degrade die workman 
to the post of Clerk Grade-II and reduction of his pay by 
six stages on permanent basis with effect from the date of 
passing the final order and after receipt of the reply/ 
representation dated 07-07-1988 by the workman to reopen 
the enquiry and for giving him opportunity to cross- 
examine the bank witnesses, the competent authority 
passed order dated 25-08-1988 rejecting his claim for 
reopening and confirming the tentative penalty of 
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degrading the workman to the post of Clerk Grade-II 
reducing his pay by six stages in the increment on 
permanent basis. Against this order of the competent 
authority the workman preferred an appeal before the 
Appellate Authority and the Appellate Authority 
considering the appeal and the entire disciplinary enquiry 
records while accepting the finding of the enquiry officer 
reduced the punishment and modified the penalty to 
reduction of pay by 4 stages having the effect of 
postponing his future increment. Aggrieved by this order 
of the Appellate Authority the workman filed Writ Petition 
No. 924/1990 on the file of Hon’ble High Court of 
Karnataka. In the meanwhile the workman was issued with 
another charge sheet under the staff No. 667/156/CS-80/ 
88-89 dated 17th, August 1988 under Regulation 47 for 
breach of Regulations 32 and 39(1) of the RBI Staff 
Regulations for his unauthorized absence for the period 
of 8 months from 17-12-1987 to 16-8-88 and appointed Shri 
S. V. Raghavendra, Officer in Gr.C as enquiry officer and 
later on the representation by the workman that in view of 
the earlier report given by him has been prejudiced on his 
absence from duty K. Seetharamu was appointed as 
enquiry officer and the said enquiry officer after completing 
the enquiry by his finding marked as EX.M26 held him 
guilty of the charge. Then the competent authority 
satisfying the enquiry officer provided full and fair 
opportunity to the workman to defend him through the 
representative of his choice issued show cause notice 
proposing to dismiss him from service by letter Staff 
No. 1752/Disc. 156/CS-80/88-89dated31-10-88 marked as 
Ex. M28 and on receipt of the reply of the workman dated 
25-11-1988 being not satisfied passed final order dated 
30-12-1989 dismissing him from services in terms of 
Regulation 47(1 )(e) of RBI Staff Regulations with effect 
from close of business on 30-12-1989 as per EX. M33. 
Being aggrieved by this order of the competent authority, 
the workman preferred appeal dated 09-01-1990 and the 
appellate authority being satisfied the enquiry was 
conducted in accordance with the principles of natural 
justice and the workman was given due opportunity to 
defend confirmed the penalty imposed by his order dated 
17-05-1990 which is at Ex. M.37 and the same was served 
on the workman under letter staff No. 1008/Disc. 15 6/C S/ 
89-90 dated 29-05-1990 which was acknowledged by his 
sister on 02-06-1990 which is at Ex.M38. After passing of 
this order by the appellate authority the workman filed 
writ petition on the file of Hon’ble High Court of Karnataka 
in WP No. 12074 of 1990. The Hon’ble High Court of 
Karnataka dismissed both-the writ petitions filed by the 
workman (WP No. 924/90 and 12074/90 ) through common 
order dated 16-10-1997 observing that there is an 
alternative remedy available to the workman under the 
Industrial Dispute Act. The workman challenged this order 
of the Hon’ble High Court in Writ Appeal No. 1813 of 1998 
and that writ appeal came to be dismissed by order dated 
04-03-1999 and then the matter was taken up by the 


workman to the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India by way of 
filjng SLP No. 17269 of 1999 wherein the order passed by 
th$ Division Bench in Writ Appeal came to be confirmed. 
Then the workman raised the dispute before the 
conciliation officer on 6-04-2000 and on failure of that 
conciliation proceedings the central government made 
reference registered in CRNo. 77/2000 as to “whether the 
termination of Shri Gunaseelan former clerk by the 
management of RBI w.e.f. 30-12-1989 is justified ? If not 
wliat relief the workman is entitled to?”. Thereafter the 
workman again raised the dispute before the conciliation 
officer alleging that the dispute raised by him earlier on 
06-04-2000 had also covered the punishment imposed 
agjainst him of reduction of 4 increments and on failure of 
th^t conciliation proceedings the Central Government 
m^de the second reference registered in CR No. 11/05 as 
to “whether the management of RBI is justified in imposing 
thp punishment of reduction of 4 increments in the time 
scple of Clerk, Grade I(now grade II) with effect from 
September 1989 ? If not, what relief the workman is 
entitled ?” 

1 4. After the first party filing his claim statement and 

th)e second party filing counter statement in both the 
references separate preliminary issues were framed in both 
thje references as to whether the DE conducted against 
thje first party by the second party is fair and proper and 
after hearing the argument of learned advocates appearing 
fcjr both the sides separate orders have been passed on 
244-07 holding the DE conducted against the first party by 
thje second party being fair and proper. After the first party 
le|d evidence on alleged victimization, the arguments 
addressed by the learned advocates appearing for both 
the sides were heard on merits. 

I 5. Infact, during the course of arguments the learned 
counsel appearing for the first party having regard to the 
finding of this tribunal on preliminary issue in both the 
references, the departmental enquiry being fair and proper 
and non cross-examination of the witnesses examined for 
the management in the departmental enquiry very fairly 
did not make any venture to assail the findings of the 
ehquiry officer on the charges and urged that since there 
ii no dispute the first party right from joining his services 
in the Second Party bank involved in union activity taking 
hpad in the strikes, it could be said that to take revenge of 
such participation of the first party in the union activities, 
hie has been victimized and punished disproportionately 
tp the charges proved against him. He further urged with 
reference to the charge in CR No. 11/05 in a heat of 
Movement some altercation might have taken place 
between the first party and the Personnel Officer, K.R. 
Ananda, as such, it may be viewed leniently and 
punishment be reduced reasonably. In support of his 
Argument he cited the decisions reported in 1990-1 LLJ 
?j95 and unreported decisions in the following writ appeals 
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and writ petitions in the Hon’ble High Court of 
Karnataka: 

1. WA No.4251/2000(L-KSRTC) dated 5-11-2003 

2 WANo. 1710/2000(L-K) dated 2-11 -2000 

3. WANo. 5403/2000(L-K)dated 5-8-2003 

4. WANo. 3957/2001(L-K) dated 4-7-2002 

5. WANo. 4725/2000(L) dated 10-7-2003 

6. WA No. 1104/2008(L) dated 31 -1-2009 

7. WANo. 2238/2002(L-K)dated 13-11-2002 

8. WANo. 5573/2000(L-K) dated 9-06-2003 

9. WP No. 37246/1998(L) dated 17-06-1999 

10. WPNo. 14508/2009(LK) dated 30-06-2009 

11. WP No. 22008/2005(LK) dated 3-08-2009 

12. WP No. 17316/2005(LK) dated 08-08-2005 

6. Inter alia the representative of the Second Party 
taking me through the evidence brought on record by the 
first party regarding victimization urged that alleged strike 
led by him was subsequent to the charge sheet thereby it 
cannot be imputed with a malafide intention he was charge 
sheeted and more over only because the first party was 
involved in union activities he cannot claim privileges to 
behave in such a fashion with his superior officer and 
remain absent from duty as per his whims and fancies and 
having regard to the attitude on the part of the first party 
against his superior officer and his long standing 
unauthorized absenteeism the disciplinary authority have 
imposed proportionate punishment, as such, there is no 
necessity of this tribunal to interfere either in the findings 
of the enquiry officers or the punishment imposed by the 
disciplinary authority. Thus he supported the findings on 
the charges as well as the punishment imposed in both 
the references and urged to dismiss the references. 

7. In view of the finding of this tribunal on the 
Preliminary Issue in both the references regarding fairness 
of the Domestic Enquiry in favour of the second party, the 
points that arises for my consideration are: 

(i) Whether the findings of the enquiry officer 
holding the first party guilty of the charges 
levelled against him are perverse necessitating 
the interference of this tribunal. 

(ii) Whether the punishment imposed by the 
Disciplinary Authority on the enquiry findings 
in both the references are disproportionate to 
the charges proved against the first party. 

8. On appreciation of the charges levelled against 
the first party with the evidence brought on record by the 
management, the finding of the enquiry officer and the 
reasons assigned by the competent authority and 
appellate authority in respect of punishment in the light of 


the arguments addressed, by the learned advocates 
appearing for both the parties my finding on point 
Nos.(i)&(ii) are in the ‘Negative’ for the following 
reasons : 

Reasons: 

Though the reference in CR No. 11/2005 is 
subsequent to reference In CR No. 77/2000, this 
being in relation to the incident prior to the alleged 
absenteeism covered in CR No. 77/2000 on the basis 
of which he has been terminated, it is just and proper 
to consider the reference in CR No. 11/2005 in the 
first instance. 

9. It was the charge against the first party that on 
12-03-1987 after initialling in the attendance register he 
was unauthorisedly absent from the place of duty in staff 
section till 11.20 AM and when Personnel Officer, 
Shri K. R. Ananda asked him as to where he were after 
signing in the attendance register he started questioning 
his very authority and told him that after signing in the 
attendance register he could be any where in the office 
and later he shouted at Shri Ananda calling him ‘bugger’ 
and thereafter he also entered his cabin and continued to 
shout at him in an aggressive manner saying that ‘he is 
not a Ticca Mazdoor’, he need regular posting in the 
office he has come only recently and trying to boss over 
him and he is a liar and all people pretend working and he 
is inefficient and thereby he committed breach of 
Regulation 39 of RBI (Staff) Regulation, 1948 by 
unauthorisedly absenting himself from the place of duty 
and an act of gross misconduct by using obnoxious 
language against the Personnel Officer, Shri K. R. Ananda ' 
by his indecorous behaviour. It is to be seen from the 
proceedings maintained by the enquiry officer the first 
party represented by the Defence Representative inspite 
of providing number of opportunities at his request left 
the evidence of the Personnel Officer, K. R. Ananda 
unchallenged by his cross examination. The Personnel 
Officer, Shri K. R. Ananda examined by the Presenting 
Officer before the enquiry officer on 12-02-1988 has 
deposed to the incident and the charges levelled against 
the first party in detail. The same having been left 
unchallenged and it has also been corroborated by the 
evidence of two other witnesses examined on behalf of 
the management whose evidence has also been left 
unchallenged by cross-examination absolutely there was 
no reason for the enquiiy officer to disbelieve the charges 
levelled against the first party. Moreover when a show 
cause notice was issued to the first party before he was 
served with the charge sheet, in his reply he did not put 
forward any reason leading to any altercation between 
him and the Personnel Officer, Shri K. R. Ananda, in relation 
to supply of water in the office premises and he has stoutly 
denied the incident alleged to have occurred on that day. 

If at all the first party in his reply had put forward a plea 
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that some altercations were taken place between him and 
the Personnel Officer as he asked the Personnel Officer 
about non supply of water in the office premises, the 
management would have examined such plea put forward 
by him and collect necessary evidence before deciding to 
serve the charge sheet on him. Therefore, the story now 
put forward by him that since he asked the Personnel 
Officer regarding non supply of water in the office premises 
and he asked to him where was he after initialling in the 
muster roll as such exchange of words were taken place 
between them and he did not behave as alleged against 
him is afterthought and is a make believe story. When the 
first party was afforded with reasonable opportunity by 
the enquiry officer to effectively defend him in the enquiry 
engaging the DR his failure to challenge the evidence given 
by Personnel Officer, Shri K. R. Ananda and the two 
witnesses examined on behalf of the management to 
corroborate the evidence of Shri K. R. Ananda establishes 
the charges levelled against him beyond reasonable doubt 
as such in my opinion the enquiry officer did not commit 
any error in coming to the conclusion that the charge 
against the first party being proved. 

10. In respect of the punishment imposed with 
reference to this incident occurred on 12-03-1987 covered 
in CR No. 11/2005 the competent authority taking into 
account the status of the first party as well as the Personnel 
Officer superior to the first party and the attitude on the 
part of the first parly by his order dated 25-08-1988 imposed 
the punishment of degradation to the post of Clerk Grade- 
II reducing his pay by six stages on a permanent basis and 
when this order was challenged by way of appeal, the 
appellate authority though agreed with the finding of the 
enquiry officer and the reasonings given by the competent 
authority taking a lenient view modified the punishment 
and reduced the future increments by four stages. I have 
carefully gone through all the decisions relied on by the 
learned advocate appearing for the first party but in my 
opinion none of these decisions could come to the aid of 
the first party in the present case. The first party cannot 
claim privileges only because he was involved in union 
activities right from his entering into service with the 
second party bank to behave in such a fashion against his 
superior officer, in the bank. On the other hand his 
involvement in the union activities right from the beginning 
of his service in the second party bank makes it obligatory 
on his part to behave decently so as to be a model to other 
workmen in the bank. The Hon’ble Supreme Court in the 
case of Mahendra Ltd Vs. N.V. Naravade reported in 2005 
ILR page 360 held that “usage of abusive and filthy 
language against the superior officer do not call for lesser 
punishment than dismissal”. In the instant case having 
regard to the status of the first party in the bank who 
according to him right from his entry in the bank involved 
in the union activities and the status of the Personnel 
Officer who was expected to maintain discipline in the 


bffice, the act of the first party addressing him in obnoxious 
Words questioning his very authority the punishment 
imposed by the appellant authority modifying the 
punishment imposed by the competent authority by 
deducing 4 increments cannot be said to be 
disproportionate to the charges proved against the first 
party. Therefore, as regards the charge and the punishment 
Imposed against the first party covered in CR No. 11/05 
absolutely I find no reason to interfere. 

11. Now, coming to the charges and punishment 
imposed against the first party covered in CRNo. 77/2000, 
lit is undisputed fact and also borne out from die records 
that the first party who had availed two weeks leave on 
ipersonal affairs from 01-12-1987 by his leave application 
dated 17-12-1987 requested for grant of leave fortwo weeks 
enabling him to attend the construction of his sister’s 
■house and he who was expected to report to duty on 
lo 1 -01 -1988 did not report to duty and the second party by 
letter dated 06-01-1988 (Ex.Ml) informed him that since he 
lhas no leave to his credit to cover his period of absence 
'he is to report for duty forthwith and thereafter by his 
iapplication dated 21-01-1988 (Ex.M2) he requested for 
' grant of leave without pay for four more weeks on the 
I ground that he is still involved in the construction of the 
! house of his sister who is a non-resident and with reference 
to this letter of the first party dated 21-01-1988 by letter 
dated 29-01-1988 (Ex.M3) the Manager, Shri K.R. Ananda 
, informed him that since he did not have ordinary leave to 
his credit to cover the period of absence he has to report 
for duty forthwith failing which he will render himself for 
1 disciplinary action under RBI (StafORcgul^iom 1948 and 
again the management by his letter dated 28-03-1988 
| (Ex.M4) with reference to first party’s letter asking for leave 
without pay for six months informed him that it is not 
possible for the bank to accede his request further advising 
him to report for duty on or before 08-04-1988 otherwise it 
would be construed that he is no longer interested in 
1 continuing in the services of the bank drawing his attention 
to Section 39(1) of RBI(Staff)Regulations, 1948. Inspite of 
it he did not report for duty and ultimately after issuing 
show cause notice the charge sheet was issued for 
remaining unauthorized absent from 17-12-1987 to 
16-8-1988 for a period of 8 months without obtaining prior 
sanction of the competent authority. 

12. It was argued on behalf of the first party that 
since he was posted as leave reserve at the relevant time, 
by his absence no hardship being caused for the second 
party, the punishment imposed is harsh and 
disproportionate. The first party remaining absent inspite 
of being continuously intimated that his request for leave 
cannot be acceded to for the purpose of supervising 
construction of his sister’s house cannot be justified. The 
first party was first to give preference to his job and then 
to undertake the job like construction of his sister’s house 
and other family house hold work. As rightly observed by 
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the competent authority the first party could not have 
prefer construction of his sister’s house than his job in 
the bank. The attitude on the part of the first party as 
observed by the competent authority he had no mind to 
continue his job in the bank and he deserved termination 
from services. As already adverted to by me above, the 
first party because involved in union activities cannot 
claim privilege of remaining absent from his duties inspite 
of refusing his request for grant of leave and claim being 
victimized for such disobedience. Such attitude on the 
part of the first party also do not deserve any sympathy or 
sentiments. In view of the decision of Hon’ble Supreme 
Court in the case of SC Chairman & MD VSP and others 
Vs. Gokaraju Sri Prabhakar reported in 2008ILR 715 when 
despite of opportunities granted to first party to report for 
duty he failed to report for duty and consistently remained 
unauthorisedly absent for a period of 8 months, the order 
of punishment imposed against him of termination from 
the services cannot be said to be disproportionate to the 
charges proved against him. Under the circumstances I 
find no reason to interfere with the findings of the enquiry 
officer in the charge covered in CR No. 77/2000 being 
proved as well as punishment imposed by the Disciplinaiy 
Authority for the same. In the result I arrived at the 
conclusion of answering points No. (i) & (ii) raised for 
consideration in the ‘negative’ and pass the following 
award: 

AWARD 

References in CR Nos. 77/2000 & 11/2005 are rejected. 
No costs. 

(Dictated to PA transcribed by her corrected and signed 
by me on 12th January, 2011) 

S. N. NAVALGUND, Presiding Officer 

CR No. 77/2000 

Annexure 

List of witnesses examined by the management before 


the Enquirv Officer 

1. P. S. Doraiswamy, Staff Officer BW 

Documents exhibited for the Management before the 
Enquiry Officer 

1. Letter addressed to the first party R1 

dated 6-1-1988 

2. Letter from the first party 

dated 21-1-1988 R2 

3. Letter addressed to first party 
dated 29-1-1988 advising him to 

report for duty R3 

4. Letter addressed to first party 
refusing his request for 

six months leave without pay R4 


5. Charge Sheet dated 17-08-1988 

issued to first party R5 

6. First party’s reply dated 24-8-88 

to charge sheet R6 

7. Bank’s letter dated 29-8-88 
informing the first party of 
the institution of oral enquiry 


against him R7 

8. First party’s letter dtd 7-9-88 
informing the bank of nominating 

Mr. MSG Subramanian as his DR R8 

9. First party’s letter informing the 
bank of his intention to be represented 

by his legal counsel Mr. VS Nayak R9 

10. Bank’s letter to the first party 

informing of enquiry RIO 

11. Proceedings of the enquiry held 

on 16-9-88 R1I 

12. First party’s letter asking for changing 

the enquiry officer R12 

13. Bank’s letter dated 17-9-88 informing 

appointment of EO R13 

14. Bank’s letter dated 19-9-88 informing 

about the bank witness R14 

15. First party’s letter dated 23-9-88 

nominating DR R15 

16. Proceedings of the enquiry held 

on 26-9-88 R16 

17. Bank’s letter dated 29-9-88 fixing 3-10-88 

as next date of enquiry R17 


18. Enquiry proceedings held on 3-10-88 R18 

19. Bank’s letter to first party informing 


him of the next date of enquiry 

as 7-10-88 R19 

20. Acknowledgement for having 

received letter dated 5-10-88 R20 

21. Bank’s letter dated 11-10-88 to 

submit summing up of arguments R21 

22. Acknowledgement for Bank’s letter 

dated 11-10-88 R22 

23. DR letter dated 15-10-88 R23 

24. Letter addressed to DR R24 

25. Summing up by the DR R25 

26. Enquiry Officer’s report 

dated 21-10-88 R26 
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27. Findings of the Competent Authority R27 


dt25-10-88 

28. Show cause notice dated.31-10-88 R28 

29. Acknowledgement for 

letter dated 31-10-88 R29 

30. First party’s letter dt. 1-1-88 R30 

31. Bank’s letter dated 12th Nov. 88 R31 

32. First party’s representation 

dt. 25 Nov., 88 R32 

33. Final order of the Competent Authority R33 

34. Office Order No. 306 dt. 1 -1 -90 R34 

35. Acknowledgement to Office order 

No. 306 R 35 

36. Appeal by first party R36 

37. Order of the Appellate Authority R37 

38. Bank’s letter dated 29-5-1990 R38 

39. Order of the Labour Court in 

CGANo.1/90 R39 


Note : This tribunal has been marked documents from 
R1 to R 39 as Ex. Ml to M39. 

List of witnesses examined by the first Party/CSE before 
the Enquiry Officer. 

Nil 

List of Documents of 1st party/CSE marked in the Enquiry 
Nil 

S. N. NAVALGUND, Presiding Officer 
CR No. 11/2005 
Annexure 

List of witnesses examined by the management before 


the Enquiry Officer 

1. Shri K. R. Ananda, Personnel Officer 

BW1 

2. Shri J. N. Shukla, Jt. Manager 

BW2 

3. Shri M. R. Halgeri, SO 

BW3 

Documents exhibited for the Management before the 

Enquiry Officer 

1. The office note dated 12-3-1987 
prepared by BW1 

BEX-1 

2. The office note dated 12-3-1987 
prepared by BW2 

BEX-2 

3. The office note dated 31-3-87 

BEX 3 


Note : In the reference on the consent of first party on 
08-01-2007 the enquiry file comprising of the 


following documents has been marked as Ex. Ml 
series. 

1. Show cause notice staff No. 4921/156/86-87 
dated28-03-1987 

2. Reply by Shri S. Gunaseelan, Clerk Gr.l 
dated01-04-1987 

3. Charge sheet Staff No. 5903/Dis.l56/Cs.21/86-87 
dated 12-06-1987 

4. Letter seeking a month’s time to reply to charge 
sheet dated 23-06-1987 

5. Letter StaffNo. 6101/Dis. 156/CS.2 l/86-87granting 
time by 15 dated 24-06-1987 

6. Letter StaffNo. 195/Dis. 156/CS 21/87-88 granting 
further extension of time by one week 
dated 9-7-1987 

7. Letter StaffNo. 315/Dis. 156/CS 21/87-88 refusing 
further, extension of time dated 18-07-1987 

8. Letter Staff No. 1562/Dis.l56/CS.21 /87-88 
informing that oral enquiry is instituted and EO 
and PO have been appointed dated 26-10-1987 

9. Letter StaffNo. 1663/Dis.l 56 (Enq)87-88 informing 
that enquiry commences on 6th Nov. 1987 at 11 am 

10. Charge sheeted Employees(CSE) letter seeking a 
months time and naming Shri MSG Subramanian 
as DR. dated 04-11-1987 

11. Proceedings of enquiry held on 9-11 -1987 

12. DR’s letter seeking postponement of enquiry 
dated 9-11-1987 

13. Letter StafifNo. 1951/DIS.156/CS.221/87-88 in reply 
to CSE’s letter dated 4-11-1987 

14. CSE’s tetter to the EO requesting to hold the 
enquiry after his return from leave 
Dated 16-11-1987 

15. Proceedings of the enquiry held on 17-11-1987. 

16. Letter staff No. 2649/Dis. 156(CS.21 )/87-88 in reply 
to CSE’s letter dated 16-12-1987. 

17. DR’s letter requesting holding of enquiry during 
the availability of SE dated 8-1-1998. 

18. Letter staff No. 29992'Dis. 156/CS.2i/87-88 
informing that last opportunity to defend is given 
and enquiry will be held on 12-02-2008. 

19. Letter of StaffNo. 3074/Dis. 156/CS21/87-88 
warning that if he abstains on 12*02-1988 enquiry 
will be conducted expatte dated 11-2-1988 

20. Acknowledgement for the above letter 
dated U-2-1988. 
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21. Proceedings of enquiry held on dated 12-2-1988. 

22. Letter by DR seeking reconsideration of the 
decision to held enquiry peremptorily exparte dated 
12-2-1988. 

23. Letter Staff No. 3152/Dis/CS/21-87-88 informing 
the CSE about DR’s failure dated 17-02-1988. 

24. CSE’s acknowledgement to above letter dated 
18-02-1988. 

25. Proceedings of the enquiry held on 22-02-1988. 

26. DR’s letter of EO stating that he was reduced to 
mere observer as the management side produced 
personnel officer as its witness in the absence of 
CSE and he will not be able to cross examine the 
witnesses in absence of CSE dated 22-02-1988. 

27. Letter Staff No. 3252/Dis. 156/CS21/87-88 informing 
that next date of enquiry is 29-02-88 and he will be 
given every opportunity to defend his case 
including cross examination of witnesses. 

28. Acknowledgement to above letter dated 26-2-1988 

29. Proceedings of the enquiry held on 29-2-1988 

30. Letter Staff No. 3336/Dis.l56/CS21/87-88 
forwarding the copy of exparte proceedings and 
informing that enquiry is adjourned to 7-3-1988. 

31. Acknowledgement for the above letter dated 
2-3-1988. 

32. Proceedings of enquiry held on 7-3-1988. 

33. Letter Staff No. 3426/Dis.l56/CS21/187-88 
forwarding copy of the proceedings of enquiry 
held on 7-3-1988. 

34. Acknowledgement for the above letter dated 
9-3-1988. 

35. Letter Staff No. 3825/Dis.l56/CS21/87-88 
informing CSE that enquiry will be held on 
15-4-1988. 

36. CSE’s acknowledgment for the above letter dated 
5-4-1988. 

37. Proceedings of enquiry held on 15-04-1988. 

38. Summing of the Prosecution by PO dated 
15-4-1998. 

39. Letter Staff No. 4083/Dis.l56/CS 21/87-88 
forwarding a copy of each of the enquiry 
proceedings and PO’s summing up of prosecution 
dated 15-4-1988. 

40. Acknowledgement for the above letter dated 
18-04-1988. 

41. DR’s letter to EO urging him not to come to any 
conclusion on the basis of exparte proceedings 
dated 25-04-1988. 


42. Letter Staff No. 4189/Dis. 156/CS21/87-88 informing 
the CSE that next sitting of enquiry dated 26-4- 
1988. 

43. Acknowledgement for the above letter dated 
26-4-1988. 

44. Proceedings of the enquiry held on 28-4-1988. 

45. PO’s rejoinder to the submission made by DR dated 
28-04-1988. 

46. Letter Staff No. 4246/Dis.l56/CS 21/87-88 
forwarding the proceedings of enquiry and 
informing that the enquiry has concluded dated 

28- 04-1988. 

47. Regd. AD card acknowledged by CSE on 2-5-1988. 

48. EO’s findings on conclusion of the enquiry dated 
16-5-1988. 

49. Findings of the competent authority in the 
disciplinary proceedings dated 18-6-1988. 

50. Letter Staff No. 5160/Dis.l56/CS 21/87-88 dt. 
20-6-1988. 

51. CSE’s letter seeking extention of time by 10 days 
for making representation dated 23-6-1988. 

52. Letter Staff No. 5308/Dis. 156/CS 21/87-88 granting 
time upto 8-7-1988 for submission of representation 
dated 25-06-1988. 

53. DR’s letter to EO requesting to provide enquiry 
findings dated 27-6-1988. 

54. ' EO’s reply StaffNo. 5357/Dis. 156/CS 21 /87-88 dated 

29- 6-1988. 

55. CSE’s representation to reopen the enquiry 
proceedings dated 7-7-1988. 

56. Competent Authority’s final order dated 27-7-1988 

57. Office Order No. 112 imposing punishment of 
degradation to Cl. Gr.-II and reduction of pay by 6 
stages dated 25-08-1988. 

58. CSE’s acknowledgement of the above letter. 

59. Appellate Authority’s order dated 29-09-1989. 

60. Office Order No. 281 reducing the punishment to 
reduction of pay by 4 stages dated 11-12-1989. 

List of witnesses examined by the first party/CSE 
before the Enquiry Officer. 

Nil 

List of Documents of 1st party/CSE marked in the 
Enquiry 

Nil 

^^#,4-9^,2011 
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New Delhi, the 4th February, 2011 

S.O« 650,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 9/2001) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of State Bank of Mysore and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 3-02-2011. 

[No. L-1201 l/40/2000-IR(B-I)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR-COURT, 

BANGALORE-560022 
Dated: 12th January, 2011 

PRESENT: Shri S. N. NAVALGUND, Presiding Officer 
C.R. No. 9/2001 

I Party 1IPart y 

The General Secretary, The Managing Director, 

State Bank of Mysore Employees State Bank of Mysore, 
Association (R), 641, Head Office, K.G Road, 

22nd Main Road, Bangalore-560009 

4th ‘T* Block, Jayanagar, 

Bangalore-560041 

AWARD 

1 The Central Government by exercising the powers 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) andsub-section 
2A of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 
1947) has referred this dispute vide order No. L-12011/40/ 
2000-IR(B-I) dated 30-01-2001 for adjudication on the 
following Schedule: 


and evidence given by them, my Learned Predecessor by 
Order dated 30-12-2002 had allowed the reference directing 
t)he Second Party to pay Hill and Fuel Allowance to the 
workman for the period for which he worked at Kanathur 
at 6 per cent of his pay or maximum of Rs. 100 which ever 
is less. When the said order/award was challenged by the 
Second Party before the Hon’ble High Court of Karnataka 
in Writ Petition No. 27858 of 2003 (L-Res), the Hon’ble 
High Court by order dated 2-2-2007 set aside the said order 
and remitted back to this tribunal for fresh consideration 
observing that the documents produced by the bank/ 
second party have been completely ignored. 

3. The brief facts leading to this reference are that 
one K. S. Siddannaiah who was working as Head Cashier 
at the Kanathur Branch of the second party bank 
admittedly located at an altitude of954 meters above Mean 
Sea Level(MSL) moved the second party for payment of 
hill and fuel allowance and as it was not entertained he 
approached the State Bank of Mysore Employees 
Association which raised the dispute on behalf of the said 
workman and as it failed the Central Govt, referred the 
dispute to this tribunal for adjudication. 

4. It is the case of the first party that for determining 
the eligibility for hill and fuel allowance the hill region was 
categorized into three regions namely, hilly region situated 
at a height of 3000 meters and above MSL, places situated 
at the height of above 1500 meters but below 3000 meters 
above MSL and places situated at a height of over 1000 
meters but less than 1500 meters above MSL and in terms 
of Section 15(b) of the Bipartite Settlement, for claim of hill 
and fuel allowances, the work place should be situated at 

• a height of not less than 750 meters and should be 
: surrounded and accessible only through hills with a height 
of more than 1000 meters but less than 1500 meters above 
MSL and as Kanathur Branch was accessible only through 
hill area with a height of more than 1000 meters but less 
than 1500 meters above MSL, the workmen working at 
Kanathur Branch are entitle for hill and fuel allowance at 
the rate of 6 per cent of their pay or maximum of Rs. 100 
which ever is less. It is the contention of the second party 
that though Kanathur situated at a height of not less than 
750 meters but is not surrounded and accessible only 
through hills with a height of more than 1000 meters but 
less than 1500 meters above MSL as such the workmen 
working in that branch are not entitle for the benefit of 
Section 15(b) of the Bipartite Settlement. 


SCHEDULE 

“Whether the Claim of the State Bank of Mysore 
Employees Association for the payment of hill and 
fuel allowance to the workmen employed at the 
Kanathur Branch of M/s. State Bank of Mysore is 
justified? If yes, what relief the workmen are entitled 

to?” 

2. After receiving the Claim Statement from the first 
party and the Counter Statement from the Second Party 


5. On these rival contentions of the first party and 
the second party before remand by the Hon’ble High Court 
of Karnataka both sides without leading any oral evidence 
the first party had got marked xerox copy of certificate 
issued by Tahsildar Sakleshpur Taluk dated 18-12-1993 
wherein he has certified that Ballupet Village of Sakleshpur 
Taluk as per the letter of Department of Mine and Geology 
dated 31-08-1991 being at a height of 1030 meters above 
MSL and to reach Kanathur village one has to pass through 
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Ballupet Archally and Chikuodu villages from Sakleshpur, 
Certificate issued by Tahsildar dated 14-12-1993 certifying 
Bikkodu village of Belur Taluk being situated as per the 
report of surveyor of Govt, of India at a height of 1020 
meters above MSL and only through this village all 
vehicles has to go to Kanathur village and certificate 
dt. 4-08-90 issued by officer Surveyor for Director Southern 
Circle regarding height of Ballupet, Bikkodu, Kundur Betta, 
Rajenahalli, Biligarhalli being 1030,1020,1180,1002 & 1005 
meters above MSL respectively said to be taken from 
topographical map as Ex.Wl ,W2 &W3 respectively. Inter 
alia the Second Party had got marked the certificate issued 
by the Superintending Surveyor for Director, Southern 
Circle seeking Mean Sea Level height of Kanathur village 
falling in Alur Taluk being 950 meters approximately, copy 
of letter of Regional Manager State Bank of Mysore dated 
5-12-1996 addressed to Assistant General Manager 
(Personnel) Head Office, Kanathur being reachable though 
Hassan/Alur/Sakleshpur, the height of these places from 
Mean Sea Level being 940,970 and 915 respectively in 
connection with payment of hill and fuel allowance to the 
staff of Kanathur branch, the xerox copy of the letter by 
Assistant Personnel Advisor, Indian Banks’ Association 
addressed to the Assistant General Manager (P), State 
Bank of Mysore dated 13th July, 1998 stating that the 
employees of State Bank of Mysore working at Kanathrur 
branch may not be eligible for hill and fuel allowance in 
view of specific condition contained in clause 15 (c) of 
Bipartite Settlement dated 10-04-1989, the height of the 
place through which Kanathur accessed being less than 
1000 meters, xerox copy of the letter issued by the Officer 
Surveyor for Director, Southern Circle to the Chief Manager, 
Industrial Relations, State Bank of Mysore dated 27-07- 
1999 furnishing the information of height of the following 
villages above MSL 

(1) Kanatur, 954 Mtrs 

(2) Nakalagod, 957 Mtrs 

(3) Kodgihalli, 938 Mtrs 

(4) lmatipur, 95 5 Mtrs 

(5) Virupapur, 954 Mtrs 

(6) Siddapur, 960 Mtrs 

(7) Alur, 970 Mtrs 

(8) Bikkodu, 1020 Mtrs 

(9) Sakeshpur, 897 to 915 Mtrs 

(10) Belur, 968 Mtrs, 

and; Copy of Memorandum of Settlement dated 
10-04-1989 between the management of ‘A’ Class bank 
and their workmen at Ex.M 1 to M5 respectively. 

6. After remand by the Hon’ble High Court of 
Karnataka the Joint Secretary of State Bank of Mysore 
Employees Association/first party while filing his affidavit 
on 13-08-2010 got marked the certificate issued by the 
State Bank of Mysore, Alur Branch dated 11 -04-2007 being 


identified as the branch surrounded by hills and staff 
working in the branch are eligible to draw hill and fuel 
allowance; certificate by Officer/Manager, Canara Bank, 
Magge branch being identified as the branch surrounded 
by hills and staff working in the branch are eligible to draw 
hill and fuel allowance and a certificate issued by the 
Assistant General Manager, State Bank of Mysore 
Region(II), Hassan to the effect that hill and fuel allowance 
being paid to the staff members working in the Alur, Belur, 
Shakleshpur and Shravanbelagola branch of its bank as 
Ex.W4 to W6 respectively. 

7. With the above evidence and documentary 
evidence brought on record, fresh arguments addressed 
by the learned advocates appearing for both the sides 
were heard. 

8. Since there is no dispute that Kanathur branch is 
situated at a height of 954 Meters i.e. at a height no less 
than 750 mtrs, the dispute arise on the point is ‘whether 
Kanathur is accessible only through areas which are above 
1000 mtrs MSL’. 

9. On appreciation of the pleadings oral and 
documentary evidence produced by the parties referred 
by me above in the light of the arguments addressed by 
their learned advocate answer on the point of dispute is in 
the negative for the following reasons: It is pertinent to 
note at the outset either the first party or the second party 
have examined any of the authors or officers issuing the 
certificate relied upon by them atnd they only got exhibited 
them without any objection by either side. Though in the 
certificate issued by the Tahsildar, Sakleshpur dated 
18-12-1983/Ex. W1 it has been stated to reach Kanathur 
village from Sakeshpur the vehicle has to pass through 
Ballupet, Archalli and Chikuodu villages it is not certified 
that it is the only way to reach Kanathur and there, being 
no alternative route. Therefore, this certificate is of no 
assistance to the first party to establish that there is no 
alternative route to Kanathur other than one passing 
through Ballupet, Archalli and Bikkodu from Sakleshpur. 
The second document indicates that Bikkodu village of 
Belur Taluk is situated at a height of 1020 meters above 
MSL as per the report of Surveyor of Govt. of India with 
a clarification that only thorough this village one has to 
reach Kanathur village. The 3rd document is in respect of 
height of (i) Ballupet, Sakleshpur Taluk, 1030, (ii) Bikkodu, 
Belur Taluk, 1020 meters, (iii) Kundur Betta, Alur Taluk, 1180 
meters (iv) Rajenahalli, Doddokanagal post, 1002 meters 
and (v) Billigarhalli, Alur Taluk, 1005 meters above MSL 
and the other documents are in relation to the benefit 
under section 15(b) being provided to the staff working in 
Alur, Belur, Sakleshpur branches of the State Bank of 
Mysore but they do not suggest or indicate anything as 
to the route through which Kanathur is exclusively 
accessible. Since no material is place through which place 
the branches covered under Ex.W4,W5 & W6 are 
accessible only because the staff working in those 
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branches are provided with benefit of Section 15(b) of the 
Bipartite Settlement it cannot be said that the staff working 
in Kanathur branch are also entitle for the said benefit. 
Inter alia in the document relied on by the management 
produced at Ex.M3 which is tfie letter of the Assistant 
Personnel Adviser, Indian Banks’ Association addressed 
to the Assistant General Manager (P), State Bank of 
Mysore dated 13-07-1998 wherein, he has categorically 
stated that the payment of hill and fuel allowance would 
be governed by the provisions of Bipartite Settlements 
for award staff employees only and employees of their/ 
SBM bank working at Kanathur branch may not be eligible 
for hill and fuel allowance in view of Section 15(c) of the 
Bipartite Settlement dated 10-04-1989 in view of the fact 
that the height of the places through which it is accessed 
is less than 1000 meters. Under these circumstances when 
a responsible officer of Indian Banks’ Association has 
clarified the Kanathur being accessible through places 
less than 1000 meters MSL and the award staff working 
there are not entitle for the hill and fuel allowance, the 
claim made by the first party is without any merit. In the 
result on appreciation of all the documents produced by 
both the sides, I am of the considered opinion that the 
first party failed to establish that Kanathur is accessible 
only through places situated at an altitude of not less 
than 1000 meters above MSL. Under the circumstances 
the reference is liable to be rejected. In the result, I am of 
the opinion that the claim of the first party association for 
the payment of hill and fuel allowance to the workmen 
employed at the Kanathur branch of the second party is 
not justified and accordingly I pass the following award: 

AWARD 

The claim put forward by the State Bank of Mysore 
Employees Association for the payment of hill and 
fuel allowance to the workmen employed at the 
Kanathur branches of the second party bank is not 
justified and they are not entitle for any relief. 

(Dictated to PA transcribed by her corrected and signed 
by me on 22-1-2011) 

S. N. N AVALGUND, Presiding Officer 

4 W^t,20ll 
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3-2-2011 ^ W I3T1*TT I 

[U b^T-1201 l/56/2002-3H^3lK(^-I)] 

ffr?, 

New Delhi, the 4th February, 2011 

S.O. 651.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 


Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 07/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of State Bank of India and their workman. 
Which was received by the Central Government on 
3*2-2011. 

[No. L-12011/56/2002-IR(B-I)l 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDU STR1ALTR1BUN ALCUM-LABOUR-COURT, 

BANGALORE-560022 


Dated : 4th January, 2011 
Present : Shri S. N. Navalgund, Presiding Officer 
C.R. No. 07/2003 


I Party 


II Party 


The General Secretary, 
Banks Staff Union (K), 


RB. No. 6102, 

State Bank of India, 


Local Head Office, 

No. 65, St. Marks Road, 
Bangalore-560001 


The Chief General Manager, 
State Bank of India, 
Personnel & HRD Department, 
Local Head Office, No.65, 

St. Marks Road, 
Bangalore-560001 


AWARD 


1. The Central Government by exercising the powers 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-section(l) and Sub-section 
2(A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(14 of 1947) has referred this dispute vide order 
No. L-1201 l/56/2002-IR(B-l) dated 10th February, 2003 for 
adjudication on the following Schedule : 


SCHEDULE 

“Whether the management of State BanK of India is 
justified in denying regular employment to Shri K.S. 
Suresh Babu and Shri R.S. Nagendra Babu as 
Pharmacist though they have been working in the 
Bank’s Dispensaries for the last 17&16 years 
respectively? If not, what relief the workmen are 
entitled and from which date?” 


2. After the receipt of the Claim Statement from the 
first party and the counter statement from the second party 
and recording the evidence of the second party and partly 
of the first party when the matter was at the stage of further 
evidence of the first party, on 4-01-2011 the first party 
1 counsel under the signature of himself and the workmen/ 
first party filed a memo to the effect that the first party 
workmen involved in this case going to enter into 
compromise with the second party management and this 
reference may be rejected as not pressed. In view of this 
memo filed by the first party the reference does not survive, 
i Hence I pass the following award : 
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AWARD 

The reference is rejected as per the memo of the first 
party dated 04-01-2011. 

(Dictated to PA, transcribed by her corrected and signed 
by me on 04-01.2011) — 

S.N. NAVALGUND, Presiding Officer 
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Tim Pimh, Tim rsrrt irot, TOT#, RpTR^T fm, 
#R-TOT#, fTOr-##TITO (Rsq R^T) 

16. 4 fiHfHdis amrift aftr aro gi 4 r^tot afRift, 
RRcflR Tsrm from, Tsrra rtotr frot, r#t, 

d6#d-<.Mj^<i, Psidi-Hfe^idi (TOfH)l 

17. 4 TORT #T 3FR, ##QR ^ 

TOT "4 «bl4<d, RR#R TOR fTOR, TOR R^R ft#, 
f#TO RRTO7 ftcTOt #R 4 3TtftR, ?TfTO TOT, 

fert-i 10007 

18. 4 anrot RR 7 TO aftr aro, gi 4 Tpt rttoh, rr#r 

TOR fTOR, TOR R5RR ft#, MTd^T #T^, #TORTcFJT, 
f#TO-#T3 (TOT T#?T) 







THT? : 26,201 l/^Fn^pr 7, 1932 


1967 


19. 


9ft cM=rete ftf? 3T^, 9ft fe, T^fK«14t 
TOt oFFfccf, ST^JTOT (W^) 7 ^“ 3T ^ 1 ' 

x^[ w, -qte-d^K^i, 

(wO 1 

ORDER 


5. 


6 . 


Sh. Ram Shobhit & others, CWC Depot Bamanheri, 
Muzafer Nagar, Post Rampur, Distt. Muzaferpur. 

Sh. Dinesh Kumar & others, S/o Sh. Prahlad Singh, 
Food Corporation of India, Food Storage Depot, 
Quarsi, P.O. : Quarsi, Distt. Quarsi, Distt. Aligarh 


New Delhi, the 4th February, 2011 

S.O. 652.—Whereas the Central Govt, is of the 
opinion that an industrial dispute existed between the 
management of FC1 and their workmen. 

And Whereas the industrial dispute involves 
question of national importance and also is of such nature 
that establishments of Food Corporation of India located 
in more than one State are likely to be interested in or 
affected: 

And Whereas the Central Government in exercise of 
the powers conferred by Section 7 B of the ID Act, 1947 
(1 4 of 1947) constituted a National Industrial Tribunal vide 
Ministry of Labour Order No.L-22012/28/2002-IR(C-II) 
dated 8-7-2003 with headquarters at Mumbai and 
appointed Justice Shri S.C. Pandey as its Presiding Officer 
and in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-Section 
(1 A) of Section 10 of the said Act, referred the said Industrial 
Dispute to the said National Industrial Tribunal for 
adjudication. 

And Whereas Justice Shri S.C. Pandey relinquished 
charge of the above National Industrial Tribunal on 

8-9-2004. 

And Whereas Central Government vide order dated 
10-11-2005 reconstituted the National Tribunal and 
appointed Justice Shri Ghanshyam Dass as its Presiding 
Officer. 

And Whereas Justice Shri Ghanshyam Dass 
relinquished the charge of the said National Industrial 
Tribunal on 06-02-2006. 

Now, Therefore, a National Industrial Tribunal is 
constituted with Headquarters at Mumbai with Justice 
Shri Gauri Shanker Sarraf, Presiding Officer of CGIT No. 1, 
Mumbai as its Presiding Officer and the above said dispute 
is referred to the above said National Industrial Tribunal 
for adjudication with a direction that Justice Shri Gauri 
Shanker Sarraf shall proceed in the matter from the stage 
at which it was left by Justice Shri Ghanshyam Dass and 
dispose of the same accordingly. 

[No.L-22012/28/2002-IR(C-n)] 
D.S.S.S. RAO, Desk Officer 

annexure 

List of Workmen Representatives: 

4. Mohd. Hashim & others, S/o Abdul Karim, FCI, Food 
Storage Depot, Imalia, Post Sahkari Nagar, Distt. 


7. Sh. Kishan Lai Sardar & others, S/o Late Hulashi 
Ram, FCI, Food Storage Depot, C.B. Ganj, Bareilly, 
Post Shyam Ganj, Distt. Bareilly, U.P. 

8. Sh. Mukh Lai Pandey & others, Slo Sri B ikau Pandey, 
FCI, Food Storage Depot, Kosi Kalan, Post Kosi 
Kalan, Distt. Mathura, U.P. 

9. Sh. Fulchand Yadav & others, S/o Sri Khunjhun 
Yadav, FCI, Food Storage Depot, Fatehpur, Post 
Dhokeli, Distt. Fatehpur, U.P. 

10. Sh. Chaudhary Sarkar & others. Food Corporation 
of India, Food Storage Depot, Raibareilly, PO Malick 
Mou, Distt. Raibareilly (UP) 

11. Sh. Ibrahim & others, S/o Late Ismail, FCI, FSD, 
Dhamoura, Post Office, Dhamoura, Distt. Rampur 
(U.P.) 

12. Sh. Nagendra Thakur & others, S/o Late Sri Ram 
Charitar Thakur, Working at FCI, FSD, Gosaigaon. 
P.O. Gosaigaon, Distt. Kokrajhar, Assam (NEF 
Region) 

13. Sh. Abdul Haque & others, S/o Late Ali Baksh, 
working at CWC Bajpur Road, FCI, Purani Dirga 
Anaj Mandi, Kashipur Distt. Udham Singh Nagar, 
Uttaranchal. 

14. Mohd. Hanif & others, S/o Late Mangta, CWC 

Dehradun Depot, Post Majra,Distt. Dehradun 

Uttaranchal. 

15. Sh. Niranjan Paswan & others, S/o Shri Siya Paswan, 
FCI, FSD, Itarsi, Jhujharpur Road, PO: Itarsi, Distt. 
Hoshangabad (MP). 

16. Sh. Bismillah Ansari & others, S/o Sanullah Ansari, 
Food Corporation of India, Food Storage Depot, 
Ghannour, Tehsil Rajpura, Distt. Patiala (Punjab). 

17 Sh Surender Kumar & others, working at DPS 
Worker Ghevra & Shakti Nagar, FSD, Delhi Region 
under District Manager, Food Corporation of India, 
Shakti Nagar, Delhi-110007. 

18. Sh. Anandi Paswan & others, S/o Subey Paswan, 
FCI, Food Storage Depot, Paratpur Meerut, Post 
Paratpur, Distt. Meerut (UP). 

19. Sh. Kashmir Singh & others, S/o Sh. Bhan Singh, 
working at Patti Godown ARDC, Amritsar (Punjab), 
Village Asal, Near Patti Tehsil Patti, Post Office 
Takarpura, Distt. Amritsar (Punjab). 


ulandshahar(UP). 
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